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Expanding, nationwide interest andactivity in the area of educational accountability naturally has brought a
corresponding demand for information concerning the various asptcts of existing accountability program? More
and more, departments of education, legislators, teachers, and citizens ask, "What are other states doing about
accountability and how-are they doing it?"

. .. . . _ . ,_____

If time and finances permitted, each inquirer could embark upon a lengthy journey to find out, firsthand, what
-is happening in other states, Or they eek out the hundreds of doc-u from which might bepieced.
together Varous state accountabilit tones. Happily, the authors of this m0 .graph have simplified the task by
providing a careful overview of accountability efforts in four representati states; thus a single publication may
replace on-site investigations with at-home examination of the facts.

All existing state accountability legislation was studied .r comprehensiveness and variety prior to the
selection of Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, and Michi n for a sampling of accountability activity. The
willingness of the states to cooperate in the development tfie report also was en importaitconsideration:-

Careful review followed so that details of state gislation, implementatio, of the legislation: and major
probtems in the four slates oould be recounted accu ately. A valuable list of refe noes and copies of the actual
regislative'acts complete the monograph

This addition to the list of Cooperative Accoun ability Project (CAP) publicatio should prove to be highly
useful to educators and other individual6 who w nt and need to know more abou ?the, van aches to
educational accountability in states other than their own. The morograph provides b th a means o comparison
and an introduction to the hoWs, whys, and wherefores-of accountability. /

.
CAP is indebted to the authors and to the Wisconsin Department of Public Instru io or this very useful

addition to the accountability literatUre./, .

Arthur R Olson, Director ,

Cooperative Accountability Project



PREFACE

e Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, a member of the Cooperative Accountability Project (an
E , Ti le V project administered by the Colorado Depftment of Education) , has prepared this report
de rib g the methods used by four states to achieve accountability through the assessment of students and
the vai ation of educational programs. The CAP Project Operations Board determined that a report of the

frog several states virithvatie,dbackgrounds and experiences in accountability would benefit other states
they earch for ways to introduce accountability 'methods into educational planning. Colorado, Connecticut,

Florid and Michigan weresetected for this purpose.

Ed, cational accountability, the main purpose of which is to improve and increase student learning and
aChi lvement, is a concept that is approached by several means. Many states are engaged in establishing
programs to obtain accountathe results which include such methods as assessment of student achieVement;
evaluation of educational programs; program planning and budgeting; management:by-objectives; evaluation of
professional employees; and/or performance-ba school accreditation. Goals, objectives, and public
reporting, along with attention to cost analyses, hay ern ged as essential elements to incorporate into these
methods or processes for attaining accountability. Equ important is the reflection that accountability entails a
-continuous prOCess of involvement of educators and community citizens to bring' about the improvement of
educational programs and student achievement.

The four states addressed thisthis report are involved in several or all offhe-se methods, but the amount of
information that exists in these areas is so extensive that it would be impractical to include in Me report every
means used by the four stated to achieve their accountability aims. Since states nationwide are conducting
programs to assess student achievement or to evaluate their educational programs to,determine their impact
upon student learning, our conclus9n was to choose four states with legislation for ceasing student learning
and achievement through-assessment and evaluation of eduCational programs d to describe the processes
and policies-that they nava instituted to implement their laws.

The majority of the materyal for th report was gathered from merous articles and state education
agency publications from each of Ii e four states which ar ,nclOded in Wisconsin's State Educational
Accountability Repository. A questionnaire and additional quires by telephone provided the rest of the
information. A reference list of the publications used in t report is contained in Appendix A. A draft of the
report was sent to key state agency personnel for revisio and updating.

The cooperation of state agency staffs in eac' of the four states is very much appieciated; time,-
patience, and effort were essential for the comple on of this report. Special thanks for their invaluable 'stance
are due to Dr. Arthur R. Olson/ CAP Project ector, Mrs. Kathryn DePew, Dr. Leonard P. Landry, and Mrs:
Betty-Jo Rule of the C lorado Department of ducation; Dr. Crane Walker (deceased) and Ms. Judy L. Haynes
oftgie Florida Depart ent of Education;/Dr. George Kinkade and Dr. Douglas Popp_ of the Connecticut
Department of Education; and Robe J. Huyser, Dr. Thomas H. Fisher, and Mrs. June Olsen of the Michigan
Department of Education.

'01

z Phyllis Hawthorne
James H. Gold

.
State Educational Accountability Repository
D artme of Public Instruction
M son, Wisconsin
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SECTION-I. -INTRODUCTION

/
Many states now have legislative acts that authorize Ormandate various pr-oCesses for attaining accountability

or for the development of a system of accountability. Some of these laws were imposed upon,state ducation
agencies by state legislatures; others were sought by state education agenties to authorize and tuna' programs
they wished to develop and establish. By 1974, 30states had enacted Ibis that involved various approaches to
accountability. These include legislation for state and/or local assessment protartitt evaluation of educational'
programs; development of educational goals and objectives; the institution:of-a program planning and budget
System (-PPBS) ,-a-management inform'ation system (MIS) , or a management -by- objectives (MBO) systert,*
evaluation f'professional personnel;,,and accreditation of schools based partially, at least, Upon pupil gain in
achievemen All-these processes, are considered to be ways and means for obtaining accoualable results in a
state educat on system. Some states are putting these methods into prabtee witti itarying-e0grees of progress;
others are just beginning, with the extent of their programs in action dependent upon both the interpretation of :
the laws by the state education agency and by the resources available to implement them. -

,

The laws vary frOm broad statements of intent, such as Connecticut's ,law for the development of an
evaluation and assessment procedure to measure educational programs, or Wisconsin's law", which egg for- the
development of an assessment prifgram' to measure pupil achievement, to those that are more cdmprehensive in
scope. Such laws often include specific details concerning various steps in the assessment of students arld also
tie in the law with other demands, for example, the identification of and remedial assistance fdr low achieving

.
students (Michigan) , or cost analysis (Florida and Coloradoj ,

Other states began without legislation. (Minnesota, MisSouri, and Sbuth parolina, for exarnple) but are
similarly involved in applying the concept of accountability to the educational process through diverse means
The application of the accountability concept to educationhas come to public attention nationwide, indeed,
more than nationwide, as indicated by informational requests to the Cooperative Accountability Project and
SEAR which originate from the Canadian provices, the British Isles, the European continent, and Australia. With
or without laws, both the'establishment of educational goals and assessment have emerged as import4nt
beginnings in a process to achieve educational accountability. Most of the states conduct assessment prograins

or are-planning to initiate them, including the outlying' possessions of Guam, Puerto Rico, and.the Virginislands.
More than 30'states have adopted educational goals

. -

There can hardly be any degree of accountability or meaning to the term without goals and assessment,
whether they apply to the goals and assessment of a state ggicy management operat n or to alocal school, its
curriculum, teachers, and students.

Three of the states in this report (Connecticut, Florida, and Michigaii) are perating state nsessment
programs, the fourth (Colorado) is concentrating_upon local district accountabil and assessment. All ifour.of. °

these states have adopted educational goals

Purpose and Subject of Report

Educational Accountability in Four States (Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, d Michigan) was written to
describe in detail the assessment and evaluation programs of the four states and the development and
implementation of steps they initiated to progress toward, the goal of accounts ility. It is hoped that the
experiences and techniques developed by the four states will prolie useful to other states with a similar intent in
their planningAnd and operation of accountability and assessment programs. An evaluation of the effectiveness
of,the fdur'states' programs and a critical analysis of their policies and strategies are not a part oflhisreport. The
purpose of the report is to represent to as current a degree as possible and as'accurately as possible, the fSots of
what is being done by these slates in the interpretation of their laws to advance the concept of,accountabtlity.

Since the main thrust of Wisconsin's role in the Cooperative Accountability Project is the examination of state
. .

ItsWsthatrelate to some aspect of the accountability concept, states with such laws were selected from different
partS of the coutry, aswell as those with some yearsackf experience in diverse programs of assessment, the

, evaluation of programs, or the implementation of accountability models. The legislation for Colorado and Florida

are titled Accountability Acts; Mi igan enacted legislation for a state assessment program that propose to -'
accomplish, several things; and/ onnecticut's ,taiv is simply a broad Mandate fdr the ,OeveloPment of

assessment and evaluation pro dure.

,
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Format of Report ..e .
,

,0
Following Section I, The Introduction, Section II of the report discusses the larks enacted by the fOur states

that are thd basis for their programs and,giyes an explanation, co fhe bacicground of the legislation and the/ ,
content of,trie statutes ../....

,1
. o A.

./.. - 4 . ,-. , r

Section III demonstrates how the laws are being put into action by each of the statesand4 lhe changes in dolicy
and strategy that toAk place since they were enacted Severaltables compare how the states are irnplementing ,

their programs.
-.The Co-roc:ado-1c ;o1,nt'ability Program is explained separately; at the beginhinaof S9ietion 111 tecause, unlike

Connecticut, Flonda, and Michigan, Colorado's program is not a state assessment program and cannot be
pxparettio the assessment programs of the or thee states .
5

, . , I, ..
In the course of writingabout theseadtivitles, certairomaror issues emerged which are broughttp in Section IV,,,

of-the report for the reader tocontemplate an
od consider. /

/ .
,

, 1

. Two appendixes complete the report Appendix A is an annotated reference list of state agency sreports and
other materials that were used in the research for the rep rt Appendix B presents'Copies of the state laws that
are cOyeredin,thergpiort Section II of the report begins w a discussioNISIthe4alawt.
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SECTION II. ACCOUNTABILITY AND ASSESSMENT
LEGISLATION OF THE FOUR STATES

Introduction NI*

Colorado, Cznnocticut. Florida. and Michilgara nave enacted several as whic&eC7 the pudic concern
exPr-.eSSed e late '60s and early '70s with the cost of education, what pubis are learning aro the demand for
better acbgu ting of local. state. and federal funds provided for educatiorai programs Colorali enacted an
educationalaccountability statute in 1971 for state enc, local accountability programs that placed an emphasis
upon local dis.trictcontrol and meaningful publiclnvolvemert Connecticut's 1971 lay; called for the development
of an assessment and evaluation procedure to measure me adequacy ercy of the educational
programs in the public sCh001S. Connecticut's state assessment is not mandated. but is being conducted with

al district participation on a sarrfpling basis. Michigan and Florida estapished co rehersive aws for state
assessment and evaluation, programs in 1970 and 1971 'espectively, with an phases more upon state
supervision and control The laws for. Fibrida and Michigan 'ere preceded Py a rated by the departments
of education in these states to authorize the developmert and !rnol4mertatior o' an assessment and evalOation
plan Tne development of these statutes oy the four states e-rigaged state agency personnel educators and their
professional organizations. legislators and citizens in considerapte deliperation prior to passage

Laws concerning other aspects of accountability were enacted by Colorado Connecticut. and,Florida that
are concerned-with comprehensive gjanning, program planning and budgeting systems and/,or the evaluation
of professional personnel These statutes car be found In Legs tie States Accountability and
Assess -irient in Education, a regularly updated publication of the C operativeAccountabihty Proiect Althou h
some mention is made of these laws. this report is confined Principally to the implementation of laws that re

related td accountability as approached through assessment and evaluation The background ard rttbCirre ents

-of these laws are explaineo more fu)I4 in the text that follows

411

* r-""

Colorado Legislation 0.

Background of the Edupational AccountahilityAct.of 1971

-oats and Pefforinance Objectives

The move toward' accountabitity in Colorado began before 'the passage of the eloloradoi Educational
Accountability Act of 1971 (Title n. Artcle 7. C R S 1973) . State educational goals had been defined and
adopted as early as 1962 and were restated in 1971 (they, now are being reviewed for revision) . Performance
objectives corisistent with the state goals were.developed for the Colorado Evaluation Project. which was
conducted in the 1969-70 SCh001 year, and for the Title Ill needs assessment program first operated by the
Colorado Department of Education's Assessment and Evaluation Unit during 1970-71 The Colorado Evaluatibn

Project was introdyced to field test mon Status Measures Concurrently with a pilot program in assessment

and evaluation that measured the perfor ce of students in terms of specific objectives

Title ill neeCtsassefSment programs followed in subsequent years with school participation on a voluntary
basis, the purpose of which was to assess performance in ,12 subject areas to determine educational needs.
Each subject area was stated in terms of performance Objectives that specified what a pupil should be abitit to
_accompli. at the end of a given year In school The difference beiven 'the stated objeave.and the
performance measured became tfle educational need The needs assessment program continued through 1973
in Colorado, but a tun scale assessment was not funded for 1914

By the time the Colorado Accouritabilrty. Act was passed, the development of goals and performance
objectives was not A new experience for Colorado eduCat d cic/nsultentt in the ,stato educatiqn agency. lo
addition, a substantial number' Qt, teac' hers had reviewed d judged the apprqpnateness of the*objectives that
had been prepared/or the needs assessment program.

4".
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School Accreditation byContra6

Anotne sg--7-f,canf stet; tc.riara=..,,,i4tao.;--y was- 'baker by Coloraod with the adoption of an atternatrve
saie acc-ea tafion poorara caiec, contract acc-eoltat,c)r. firs: or a pilot baSis in 1970 and then as a regular
c/o:rah' - 1972 Tne rao.e to...*-LlaccreC 'af or oy contract paralls the intent and purposes of the Colorado

occ,...hfao , Ac' `Or-the esfac/s-rae-' c` ca scrota' a sfr,c accoun'apiity programs. Thelplan is described in
a Cc °oc° Deca-raer Ed.icat or recd- !lea A Schoo, improl,ement Process- Accreditation by

're co-tracr -rogra-r ,r-ipro.es ',par 'he stancad state accreditation program by emphasizing the
raeas,zerten of u,:s nther than no..ts Cont-act accreditation in Colorado is a continuous imiprovement
cocess K- '2 encourages a Qc.a' school d,st- ct tc develop its own standards based upon long-range plans
a-- -e neas ;-.,4 the oup's ,oca distr,cts The Process rvolves ( VI community participation (2) goals -
arS co,eof .es t3 raanageraen -o,-cip ectrves rrratIve- rnmative evaluation and (5) reporting.,all of

c^ coCC'er!S a:r accountaolity sysfera inc.° N ,ed into tne contract between the local board of
er:_ca o- a- he Coorado Sfate Boac-f Eaucatioh s a eor-iprehensive. contrnuous. and fang-range action

r oh 'ne oca dent f es spec fic staff and s:,,dent oplect,i.es and develops activities to attain Me
:.s ea ec yes s a cr r c ea coraconert of the plan, Agreement on the action plan
oto wee- -e oca st- aha the Ca °radio State Board a' followed by implementation of the

cc-s' t..tes accieo :a: or

he Nora corhorehehs,ve 'he contex Of the pan GenOteS trie ,nclusiOn of broad school community
verren as we., as a complete stJayoof 'he .nterrelationsh,ps and interdependence of every educational
goa, cleative, prograra ce. sery ce. and reso,2-te

Cchtous parr ^gl refe-s-*o cor-,nuous evaluation by tulding a series of a0,praisal checKpoinis into the -

c an to ;leer,- ne onether the desired aims of the program are being acnieved by the means selected- for
aocsr,-.,rQpishnren:

Tne terms signfies t meiy aci,on for banging about desirable Change and preventing undesirable
change Tgb be effective, the long-range plan should seat least tie years in rpngth .;

Tne purpose of the cortracf accreditatiorfrogram is expressed as follows in the Colorado Dec tment of
Ea..c.a' c^ report

A :.ay to individua,ize school-district accreditat:on by bastngit on the particular needs ofthe students in
each aisfrict.

4
A way to implement comprehensive, continuous. long-range planning by establishiFig specific staff
responsibilities and districtwide procedures

A way to make the best possible use of all available resources by better relating to (a) school and-
community. (b) needs, goals, and objectives, (c) programs, practices, and services, O.) program
panning and budgeting, (e) inputs, processes, outputs, and (f) costs and benefits

A i.(jto determine results by establishing measurable objectives

A way to take timely action by charting a long-range operational plan of who is to do what at what time 2

The Colorado State Bbard of Education believes that both the standard accreditation program and the
contract accreditation program should be accommodated in the state. Consequently, contract accreditation
was adopted by the State Board as a regular program by 1.972; and both standard and contract accreditation
programs are sustained in Colorado at the present tune Contract accreditation teas been called the precursor of
accountability by Colorado Department of Educatio9 staff, and the goals of theiontract accreditation program
and the accountability program dd, in fact. complemtnt aria strengthen both programs .

' Rolland Powell and Leonard P Landry. As School IMprovement Process _Accredltatton by Contract (Denver Department of
Education. June, 1971)
I !bid . p.4.

4 ).
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By the beginning of the 1975-76 school year 20 of Colorado's 181 local school districts were partially under
..ontract accreditation, 27 local school districts were fully under contracLaccredttation. By the end of the 1975-
76 school year. le additional Colorado school districts wilt have itacle progress toward contract accreditation.

Interim Committee on Public Education and the Gibson Report

The Colorado Educational Accduntability Act was drafted and submitted to theGeneral Assembly in 1971
after a two-year study period by an Interim Committee on Public Education The Committee members included
ten legislators and five educators and school patrons who were concerned about the costs of education and the
benefits received by the students from theiP educational experiences

Of major significance to the development of the Colorado Accountability Act of 1971 was a report prepared
by John S Gibson. Professor at Tufts University and Director of the Lincoln Fi lene Center for Citizenship and
Public Affairs This report was written in cooperation with the Chairman of the Interim Committee on Public.
Educationand was supported by a grant from the ColoradoDepartment of Education under Section 503. ESEA
Title V, 1965" The report. entitled On Quality in Education' had a great deal of impact upon the drafting and
passage of the Colorado Accountability Act of 1971, it recommended that the Colorado General Assembly
devise legislation to create an educational accountability program in the state

Central to the contents of the report are the ideas that goals for quality in education should be established.
specific objectives developed, and those educational decisions of the previous year which had an adverse or
positive effect en school processes and services an udent achievement identified A periodic review of goals.
and objectives should be made and a measurement of s 1,ent achievement conducted. Consideration should be
given to relating accountability to educational costs The countability progrdin should be administered by the
Colorado-Department of Education through an advisory-t .e accountability committee, in additionlocal district
accountability committees should be appointed. All o these ideas were drafted into the language of the
Colorado Educational Accountability Act of 1971

Another impression gained from :the report is the id a that all people who make decisions about the
education of students can advance the concept of acco biltty4Aiti re responsible for improving the quality of
education and for supplying the .school services and proc s needed so that the students achieve the stated
goals and objectives. The governor and the legislators of e state have to provide the resources and backing
needed by the department of education to enhance the quality of education The depattn;ent of education has to
provide the leadership and services needed tcf affect or imp1ove the quality of school services and processest
Superintendents. principals. and teachers must prov cific services and processes to advance %Went
achievement The decisions of all educatiohal organs ations, I I bbeds of education, and school .cogritOees
in a state can affect the quality of education.

The Colorado Accountability Act alludes to these ideas when it says that a purpose of the accountability
program is to define and measure quality in education -Reporting to studentS, parents. boards of education.
educators. and the general public is suggest as an approach to be explored. The State Advisdry Corpmittee
membership is to incliide legislators and izens" as well* as educators: local accountability committee
membership is to include local cttizens as we as local educators. The role of the Colorado Department of
Education in assisting local school districts to trengthen their educational programs is to be clarified Local
school boards are to help their school patrons de rmine the relative value of their school programs.compared to
their costfIln other words, the attainment of acc ability is reached by the combined efforts of all segments of
educattogal decision makers. The interrelationships and interdependence of these segments are expreSsed
more precisely in the Rules and Regulations which were promulgated to carry out the directives of the Colorado
Accountability Act. (A copy of the Rules and Regulations is in Appendix 8, and they are discussed in Section
HI.) a_

PPBES and Comprehensive Planning ?

Mention should be made of two other laws enacted in .197 I because of their- relationship to the Colorado
Accountability Act enacted the same year. These laws are the PPBES Act (Prograim Planning, Bud "ng, and
Evaluation System) and the Comprehensive .Educational Planning Act. The Comprehensive E lone
Planning Act (Title 22, Article 6. S..101-113., C.R.S., 1971) was enacted to provide financial support or the
development of school improvement plans under requirements that are similar to thoseneeded for local school
district contract accreditation. The purpose of th.e PPBES Act was the.development of a PPBES budget format

.
3 John S giibeon. On °wilt), al Education (Denver Depattrnizint of Education. April, 1971) A,
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for use in the pUblic schools that would present educational programS in terms of pupil achleverhent and relate
" the programs to cost

. The Comprehensive Ecilicat- !alining Act no longer is funded, and,the PPBES Act was repealed in 1973
because :1 proved to be unwor abler in practice. A less restrictive law entitled the-Financial Policies and
Procedures Act (Title 22. Article 44, Part C R,S 1973) succeeded it in 1973 which is ;ore compatible with
the provisions of the 1971 Accountability Act As a result of the 1973 law, a Financial Policies and Procedures
Handbook-has been prepared for use by the local school districts- All the districts are required to prepare
uniform budgets according to the program-oriented budget format ahfained in the Handbook The purpose of
the budget format is to relate anticipated costs and actual costs to designated programs.

Principal Components of the 1971 Educational Accountability Act

Purpose

Tne purpose o4 the Educational Accountability Act is presented instituting an accountability program to
de'.ne arc ^ieasure quality in education, and thus to he the,public schoo Colorado to achieve such quality
and 'o expard the life opportunities and options of the students, and to provide to local school boards assistance
r helping tneir school patrons to determine the relative value of their school program as compared to its cost,-
Tne accountability program is to measure objectively the adequacy and efficiency of the educational progranis
olfeitd by the public scnoois

State and Local District Adcountability ProgramS

The law requires that a state accountability program andlocal district accountability programs be-developed.
The iectislation. though comprehensive, is not restrictive oc dictatorial Local districts have control over theft own
goals. objectives. program's, and evaluation approaches A State assessm t is not mandated in the
Accountabilly At

The law does assign responsibilities that enable the school districts to buifd programs for attaining
acco,intabilay commensurate with __the general guidelines staled- in' the These guidelines include- the
develooment of broad goals and performance objectives at the state and lodal levels and the development of a
system for eval6ating the achievemeht and performance of the students at the local level-. Several approaches

ff

are suggested kir examination in developing an evaluatioh mechanism.

Aireans for determining whether d sionS affecting the educational process are advancing or impeding
student achievement ff

Develtptnetnt of appropri to testing procedures to provide relevant comparative data at feast in the fields
of reading. language skit% d mathematical skills,

Determination of thg role gk tttr Department of Education in assisting school districts to strengthen their
educational programs

Reporting to students, parents, boards of education, edUcatorp, and the general public on the performance
of the public schools and providing data for I:he:appraisal of such performance

Provision of information to help school districtiincreaSe. thew efficiency in using available frnancal
'resources

1

State Bogrd of Education) Dutie
>

State Board of Education du ties encocnpass the development of a state accountability program vfhtc,t) v.411:

Destribe and provide for implementation of a pr
of the goalstor education in the state

ure for theNteupus examination and improvement

1.

Identify performance objectives that Will lead to the achieveintrit'of the stated gals.

6 .

16 .



Vir

. a
Adopt a procedure for dsgrmining the extent to which local school districts accomplish their performance
objectives Develop evaluation instruments to provide the evaluation required, but not use standardized
tests as the sole means for providing the evaluation

Assist the local hoards of education to prepare district goals and objectives and the procedures for
measuring school iistrict performance in reaching them

Recommend a procedure and timetable for the establishment of the local accountability programs

Adopt rules and regulations to implement the Act

Advisory Committees

A state advisory committee is required by law to assist the Colorado State Board of Education inidentrfying
the procekres needed to accomplish the requirements specified in_the Act. Local advisory committees are to be
appointed ta make recommendations to the local school boards concerning the local accountability programs,
although the local school boards maintain final authority. Citizen involvement is emphasized in the membership
both of the state and the local advisory committees

Reports

The law directs the local school boards to report to the residents of the school districts and to The Colorado
State Board of Education by December 31 annually on the extent of the achievement of their stated goals and
objectives acid on the evaluation of educational decisiOns made during the previous year that affected school
services and processes.' The Colorado Stag Board of Education is to report by March 1 on a yearly basis to the
General Assembly on the progress of the state and local. school district accountability programs and recommend
any legislation it thinks is necessary to improve the educational quality in the state.

1..

Appropriation

The-General AssernOly.appro_priated $40,000 to the Colorado Department Of Education for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 1971, to carry out the implementation of the Act. Funding for the implementation of the Act
since the fiscal year 1971-72 has been designated from within the Department of Education:s general budget.

Colorado's costs for the'fiseal year 1974-75 we/e; the costs of the Disfrict?Rlanning and Accountability
Services Unit of the Colorado Departfnent of Education for assisting the local districts to meet the accountability
requirements under the law. The staff is composed of one supervisor, four consultants, and one secretary. The
1974-75 'costs (excluding full-time equivalent salaries) amounted to $13,500 for printing, publicationsrpostage,

photocopying, telephone, aad travel. Eighty-five per cent of the costs were funded by the state.

Sa

I

Connecticut tegislation

In 1971'the Connectictit General AsierfilblY'enacted several laws for the evaluation of protjiams the passage
of which can be attributed to the concerns of the public, legislators,iand educators regarding.educatidp in the
state at that time. Cooperation developed between theMslatcA and educators as their own reactions to these
concerns became .known to one another. The CorWRAcut State Board of Education and the Connecticut
General Assembly shared an interest in advancing thAlioncept of accountability and for improving the quality of ,
education throughout the state. An additional incentive was a mandate from the Governor's Office of Finance
and Control that state agencies institute, a program planning and budgeting system which the Connecticut
Department of Education decided to implement as soon as possible.

iltak .
Title 10, S. 4, Conn. Gen. Stat.",

i

Acts were passed in 1971 in Connectktrt Whichcalled for a periodic evaluation of specific programs; namely,
evaluation of vocational and occupational education programs, programs 'for..the disadvantaged_ special
education, programs, federally funded programs, and experiMental programs. Title 10, S. 4, Conn. Gen. Stat.

The mend 1975 Rules and Regulations altered these antes. Local school boards are to report to the residents oftbstr districts by at least
Decembet31 of each year and to **State Board of Education by at least August 15 emu".
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(Public Act No 665) is the law which is primarily related to the Connecticut 1971-72 reading asse ment.
BefOre the legislation was enacted, the Connecticut State Board of Education already had appro ed a
Department of Education report and recommendations for a statewide needs assessment and a state ent of
goals upon -which the assessment should be based The goard approved of the recommendatt but
determined that the assessment should be a comprehensive study rather than merely meet the requirem nts of
ESEA Title III

Title 10, S 4 (Public Act No 665) amended an earlier 1969 statute which had requested the Connecticut
State Board of Education to submit to the Governor and the Connecticut General Assembly "an acciaunt of the
condition of the public schools and of thaamodrit and quality of instruCtiortherein and such other informationas
will apprise the General.Assembly of the 'true condition, progress and needs of public education." The 1971 Act
essentially retained the above statement but was more definitive in that it now asked the Connecticut State
Board of Education to "develop an evaluation and assessment procedure to measure rolt2ectively the adequacy
and efficiency-of the educational programs, offered by the public schools.. The Con cticUt State Bciard also
was directed to recommend policies and programs designed to improve education in U1'e state. ,

The law is In keeping with the philosophy of Connecticut's State Board of Education, Commissioner, and staff
of the Department of Education. Although it does not mandate a state assessment program, the Connecticut
Department of Education is operating a continuing, statewide, objectives-based assessment program that
entails me development of state educational goals and objectives. The 1971-72 readin/g assessment was

'announced publicly by the Connecticut State Board in October, 1971, it was the first cycle of a series of
assessments planned in other subject areas. Science was ass4ssed during the 197475 school year. A second
Feadrg assessment was conducted in the fall of 1975

Olorida Legislation

Background'of the Educational Accountability Act Of 1971 .

Florida's EduCatiblipal Accountability Act of 1971 was initiated by the Florida Depakftent of Education
1ollowing-recommendations from the Commissioner of Education for the passage of precious laws so that he
could carry out his FeSponsibilities fir public etiu&tion in the stale. An earlier iaw enacted in 1968, Section
229 551, Florida Statutes, had instructed the Commissioner "to expand. . . the papallipty of the state
departmept of education for planning the state's strategy for effecting.constructive educaUpnal change, and
providing. services necessary to achieve greater quality in education." The Commissioner was further
ihstructed to use "all appropriate management.tools, techniques, and practices which will cause the state's
educational programs to be more effective and which will provide the greatest economies in the management
and operation of the state's system of education."

In order to carry out the instructions of Section 229.551. several pieces of legislatiorowere recommended by
the Commissioner in subsequent-years. First,-the Commissioner defined the major role of the state in education
in the form of nine statements ultimately adopted by.the Florida State Board of Education in August; 1969. These
statements included the establishment of state educational objectives in priority order, sound financial support,
minimum standards for achievement and quality controls, assistance to localities for evaluating results, an
information syste(n, and efficient use of funds, among others.

c,

The Commissionerzecommended legislation establishing an educational research and developrAnt program
in the Florida Department of Education for developing new techniques to improve the qUality of education. The
Florida State Legislature approved the Educational Research and Development Program in 1969 and
appropriated a sum annually for sponsoring the program beginning with the 1970=71 fiscal year. The Research
and Development Program contributed to Florida's accountability efforts by developing preliminary objectses
and test items for assessment and by 'piloting alternative educational practices in the districts that are
interlocked with several aspects of the accountability program.

-s

The Commissioner also recommended to the Florida Legislature that statutory authorization be afforded him
to develop a plan for evaluating the effectiveness of educational progrSms. In response to his recommendation
the Florida Legislature enacted Title 15, T.S.A., S. 230.23 in 1970. This law authorized the Commissioner to
develop evaluation procedures `s-designed to assess objectively the educational programs offered by the public
schools. .. and [develop] such methods as are necessary to assess the progress of students al various grade.
levels." The plan was to provide each school district with releiant comparative data and, to the lent possible,

- t

fit
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be compatible with the National Agsesstent of EducatiorrarProgress. T ommissioner's plan was delivered to
the Florida State Legislature by March, 1971, under the title PI or Educational Assessment in Florida. The
1971 Stay Legislature adopted the-Commissioner's . enacted the Educational Accountability Act (Title
15 Fionda Statutes, S 229.57) *carry out procedures recommended in the Commissioner's plan.

'_ In 1974 the Florida Accountability Act of 1971'was revised. The major provisions, of the revised Act are
described irthe next section, as well as the differences between the original law and the revised law

Major Provisions Of Florida's Revised educational Account Act

This law is a comprehensive accountability statute based upon cos efficiency and behavioral objectives. The
Commissioner of Education is directed to implement a program of ducational accountability for the operation
and management of the public schools which shall

L
include the f

The establishment of major or ultimate, basic, specific,,un m, statewide educational objectives for each
grade leverand subject area, including, but not limited to, ading, writing, and mathematics in the public
schools

- A uniform, statewide system of assessment based in part on criterion-referenced tests and in part on norm-
referenced tests to determine periodically pupil status, pupil progress, and the degree Of achievement of
established educational objectives

Procedures for comparing statewide results to national indicators of student performance

An annual public report of the assessment results by grade and subject area for each school district and
the statet, ith an analysis and recommendations concerning the costs and differential effectiveness of
Instruct! i'prograrns

The scnool boards of the local districts are to make annual reports of the assei8-re tts,by grade and_
subject area for each schoOl in the district and file a copy with the Commissioner of Education._

The amendments in the revised law-which changed the 1971 taw are summarized as follows:

The '1971 Act specified the subjeCt areas to be assessed without indieSting grades: reading in -1971-72,
reading, mathematics, and writing in 1972-73, and reading, writing, Mathematics, and other subject areas
in 1973-74.

.

1 The 1974 Act stipulated that all students in grades 3 arid 6 be as in:The subject areas'efreading.
writing, ande*ematics in 1974-75, and a//students ingrades-3-3i udh 6-1:5e tested 6/1976.- ..

--2,

..:-. '-
. 4,

rs ,,.. -r,

No other subject are4is to be testeciuntil the assessment of reading,-writing, and mathematics as been
implemented in grades 3 through 6.

Statewi.,Viesults are to be compared to national indicators of stu_dent performance.
'ilk-

An interpretation of the results for each school shall be reported in the annual report of school progress.
This report is to be prepared by each school for The parents of all ctn4dren in the school.

One other major change occurred in the Accountability Act because-of legislation enacted ih 1975. Both the
original AcQ)untability Act of 1971 and the 1974 revised Accountability Act-directed the Commissionei;:of
Education to-develop accreditation standards based upon the attainment of established eduoatiohal objectives.
The 1975 Elonda State Legislature discontinued state accreditation which, in effect, abolished this directive.

.. .. .
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\Michigan Legi ion

Public Act No. 307, 1969 (S. 14 of Sta cal Budget)

Michigan's assessment gram was legislated by two laws. Section 14 of the MI
'Education's appropr ion budget (Public Act No. 307) , enacted in August of 1

Michigan State and of Education following a propo'al by staff members in the
statewide e cational assessment program. The lack of reliable dat
student chools. and districts, and concerning the distrihution and
rniOettis to the proposal It received the support of the State Super
and the Michigan Legislaturez

The bill gave the Michigan Department of Educa
conducting "a periodic and comprehensive as
educational outcomes objectively and to test annua
levels Funding critthe amount of $250,000 was pr
assessment took place in January. 1970

ubli

\\\\\igan Department of
, was initiated by the

partment of Education for a
ruing the performance level of

gress of education in the state gave
endent of Public Instruttion, the Governor,

ion broad authorization to develop a statewide program for
essment of educational progress" that would measure
ly pupil achievement in the basic skills at one ocrnore.grade
vided in the 1969-70 state appropriation budget. The first

No. 38, 1970 ( Vol. 18, Mich. C.L.A. S. 388, 1081-1086 )

B

Public Act No 38 was introduced by the Goveri
redesigned aspects of the assessment for 1970-71
by the Michigan Department of Education, direct inp
and staff members testified at several legislative
passage of this legislation

kground

or, and it mandated a more comprehensive program that/
rid future assessment%. Although the Act was not initiated
t was supplied by Department staff to the Governor's staff,

eanngs There were a number of reasons that led to the

Initially. the Michigan Department of Education had decided upon a policy of not pub'kcly identifying individual
districts in reporting the results of the 1969-70 assessment. Instead, each district received,the scores for its own
schools confidentially, but the district was encouraged to release the information publicly. After the first results
Were printed and released, there was strong gubernatorial and legislative pressure uPon the Michigan

rtment of Education to identify the districts and to supply comparative data on all of the schools in the state.

A second a z. I s the amendment of the 1968 State School Aid Act. This law established a four-year
program for assisting sc ., - ing-a concentration of economically and educationally- deprived students. The
1970-71 legislative session provide. . tional funds for this purpose totaling $17.5 mitlion ($22 million in the
last year of the program) , and it was decided to tie some of these funds tO the school district results of the 1969-
70 assessment. Specifically, the results for grade 4 in the 1969-70 assessment were used to determine the
ranking of each school on two criteria, (1) a high percentage of students with low socibeconomic status, and
(2) a high percentage of students with a low achievement in basic skills. This legislation neces te the 'public
disclosure of all the schools' standings in the assessment program. Public disclosure of local ass ment resul s
therefore became a atory policy for subsequent reports of the 1969 -70 assessment ell as 'for fullt
assessments c

Individual pupil results were not reported in the 1 ent Short versions of conventional
skills tests were used in the inte ests of containing costs and minimizing testing time. Funds were not provide
test construction. The short tests assembled for the program were` desi ned to produce results that would be
reliable and meant gful for sc' ool- and district-size groups, an ese were reported back to the cliVicts. Some
local district edu ators felt t at individual pupil results should be furnished to local school officials so that they
could redesign eir progra s for specific low achievers.

The Go rnor was particularly interested inhiclentifyfrig indivickiral pupils for the local districts in order to avail
them of emedial assistance funds He wished to establish a firm, statutory base for a more comprehensive
assessment program that reflected public diSclosure of results and the wishes of his constituents. He introduced
Public Act No 38, enacted in

20



Maim' Provisions of Public Act No. 88, 1970

Purpose -,.

The purpose bf the state assessment is to , provide the information needed to equalize educational
opportunities for the students; to improve and introduce edacational programs to raise their level of achievement
and improve the quality of education, and to identify the students in need of remedial assistance.

Department of Education Directives

The Michigan Department of Education is to be responsible ,for_developtng and conducting the state
assessment program and may use the segigesOf appropriate testing organizations or testing specialists. The
Department is expecTed to carry out the following direbtivesin the law:

The establishment of a statewide ann al assessment of pups in the adhievernent of basic skills
reading, mathematics, language art and/or other subject areas covering all studeNs annually at tw
grade levels in the public schools. The current testing of grades 4 and 7 should be excandkcl.

Development of pupil achievement goals in the basic skills

Identification of the pupils with the greatest educational need in these skills

Provision to the school systems of strong incentives to introduce educational programs-for improving
education of the students in basic skills and madel programs to raise the level of achievement

Development of a systefn of educational self-renewal that will continuously evaluate programs in the
schools, thereby helping each school discover and introduce program changes to improve the quality of

education

The collection of other relevant information essearial to theptessment program

Reports .

The Michigan Department of Education is to provideihe information needed for state-level decisions bouit.

the allocation of state funds anct professio I services to enable students to achieve 'competence in the baset
skills and to equalize educational opportuni Information from the prOgram also is to be provided as soon as
possible to each schobl to assist in itsefforts improve the achievement of its students in the basic skills. Lastly,
4he public is to be informed periodically oonc ning the progress of the state system of education.

I

Remediji Assistance

. Based upon information from the a ment program, theMichigan Department of Education is to proi'oide
remedial assistance programs to the scho t districts, as funding is appropriated by the State Aid Act, to raise

--competency in the basic skills of those s udents who have been identified as having extraordinary need for ,

assistance.
.:-

Section III of this reportidiscusses*the methods_ being used and the' progress reported by each state jpithe
implementation of the statutes described in Section II.
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SECTION III. IMPLEMENTATION OF ACCOUNTABILITY.
LEGISL ON BY THE POUR STATES

In describing the implementation of the accountability legislation by the four states included in this report nly
the methods used by Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan for developing and conducting their state arse ment
programs can be compared. As noted in the Introduction, these three states operate state ass ssment
programs, Colorado does not. Colorado runs a distinctive program of its own to attain accountability, eginning
at the local school distr ct level. The uniqueness of the program prevents comparisons between Colorado and
the other three stat , therefore, Colorado's accountability program is discussed separately from the other
stases at the begin mg of Section III. The rest of Section Ill is devoted to a comparison of the state assessment
programs conduo ed in Connecticut, Honda, and Michigan.

Colorado Accountability

State ccountability Advisory Committee

As required by the Colorado Accountability Act of 1971, a 17-member Slate AccountabCy Advisory
Committee was appointed to assist the State Board of Equcation in performing the Board's duties mandated in
the Act The State Ac ountability Advisory Committee's performing a decisive role in helping the Colorado State
Board of Education i plement the law by coordinating the accountability efforts of the local school districts in
the state In additio the State Advisory Committee relaysjtje.-idea, concerns, and points of view of the local
educators and citizens back to the state education agency.

.-:

The State Accountability A
it attatningaccountability st not be imposed upon the-local districts rom the state level; they should move,

A the local level up to th t level, with the local districts retain' as much control over the opefatien of// heir accourVapility programs.as s consistent with theia.w This p ition is endorsed bY theCommissioner' of
Education, St te Board of EduCati n, and the Colorado Departrri of Education. /

visory.Committee has taken strong position on the philosophy that procedures

To carry out the implementatio Of the Colorado Accountability Act under this polity, the State Advisory
Committe has cooperated with th Colorado Department of Education staff since 1971 in assisting the lapel
districts o understand the accountability process and to proceed through five teps for. developing local
accountability programs identified in a set of Rules and Regulations for implementin e law. The ACc56ntability
Act mandated that the State Board of Education adopt rules and re ulations to cart t the directives.n the
Act; the State Advisory Committee waS instrumental in executing this m ate.

Ilk, Rules and Regulations

C

1. Two sets of Rules and Regulations have been adopted by the Colorado State Board of Education. The more
'recent setica revision of the fi st Rules and Regulations Some time limits structured ipto the firstset of Rules and
Regulations were tied in with ates required by the 1971 PPBES Act,and the 1971 ComprehenSive Educational
Planning Act. Since both of se laws no longer were operating by 1973; the State Accountability, Advisory
ComAtevitiated a study of the Rules and Regulations for the purpose of revising them. A revision requires
public hearings, adoption by the Colorado Slate Board of Education, and approval by the Attorney general of

%Colorado kb make the Rules legal. Recommended changes were made based.upon suggestions from local
school districts, (goal committees, State Advisory Committee members; and the Colorado Department Of
Eddcation staff. The revised set of Rules was adopted by the State Board of Education in July, 1975 (see
Appendix B for copy) , and was approved by the Attorney General of Colorado the following September.

The Changes in the 1915 kres and Regulations clarified definitions; eliminated dates that no longer were
relevant; established a more realistic reporting date for the local school districts' annual reports to be submitt d
to the State Board of Educapn; aid defined more clea e roles and responsibilities-of the participants in th ir
accountability program.

Although the Rules and Regulations"Serva as prOcedural devices for administering the law, they do reflect t
interpretation of the law Isy the State Board of Education, the State Advisory Committee, and the Colored

k:
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Department of Education. The Rule clearly emphasize local autonomy and the desirability of building
accountability into Colorado's state ed cation system from the local school district level up to the state level. The

interdependence and interrelationshi s among the local school district's board, superintendent, school
administrators, teachers, local commit ees, and -the community are defined. The roles of ,the State Board of
Education, the State Advisory Committ e, and the Colorado Department of Education areprecisely drawn. The

language of the Rules and Regulations t punctuated throughout with the determination of the state's educators
to introduce and gain acceptance of ccountability at the local level The spedial emphasis the Rules and
Regulations place Upon local accounta lity programs and local autonomy creates the impression that there, is
less emphasis at this time on the state a countability program. The language expressed in the Rules veers away
from any semblance of control over the local districts, and the State Board of Education emerges as a guiding

)ody which establishes policies and uggests procedures to assist the local districts in developing and
implementing their local accountability rograms. In the language of the Accountability Act, the duties of the

State Board are more definitive. The loc I boards of education are given the authority, by the Rules to establish
their own timetables for the developme t and operation of local accountability programs; in the law, the State
Board of Education was to have recomm nded a timetable for the establishment of the programs. One questions

whether the Rules express the full intent "f, the Colorado Accountability Act as enacted by theColorado General
Assembly, but they do express how the- ct has been interpreted by the state's educators to arrive at the same

end result, and the educators feel that tate educational accountability cannot be fulfilled without the initial
acceptande of educational accountabilt y by the local districts. The Rules and Regulations document is
important because approval by the Attor ey General of Colorado connotes the necessity for compliance with
the Rules, therefore, they play a vital part i the actual implementation of the law.

Five sequential phases are statedin the ules and Regulations as necessary steps through which local school
districts must progress in order to develop 'Coal accountability programs`

1

1. Develop, analyze, redefine, and impro4a statement of goalsfor the district -

.
2. Identify and prepare statements of student outcome objectives and staff objectives for the district

\ . -
3. Improve, modify, or develop programs 10 achieve the student outcome objectives and staff objectives of

the distri , _"4 - -'
.

4. Determine, evaluate, and report the strenihs, weaknesses, accomplishments, and 'costs of the
established programs in terms of the goals, Stuii ent outcomeobjectives, and staff Objectivesof the diStrict

, - .---
'5. Redefine and modify, based on evidence from the evaluation procedure, any of the parts orcharacteristics

of a program through planning, budgeting, and decision making 1 ,,
H '.

,
The revised Rules an fitiplilations require all local school boards to account for the expenditures of money

and the commitment o erresources in terms of the results achieved by their accountability programs. For this
..,

accounting, the districts are to follow the. forinat contained in a handbookwhich was developed according to

directives in the 1973 Financial POiciet and Procedures Act. .

'Dissemination of information

Following the passage of the Colorado Accountability Act and the adoption of the first set of Rules and
Regulations, an explanation of the Act and a draft of the first RUles and Regulations were sent to district

superintendents throughout the state. A brochure was. prepared for public .explanatioh of the Act, and press
releases were sent out. Panel discuision groups took place between the Colorado Department of Education staff
and local district school groups and citizens. Accountability seams were trained by Department of Education

staff to assist the districts in numerous statewide regional workshops andstraWing sessions. Consultative services
still are provided to the local districts, principally by Department of Education staff, to'tielp the districts prepare
student and staff objectives and to aid progress through other aspects of the' local district accountability k
process.

4 Rules, Educational Accountability Act Of 1971 (Denver: State Department of Education, July, 197'5) , p5.
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Local District Reporting

A detailed report form is sent to the local school districts each year to acquire info ation about theIi
'as il_le_districts progress in their accountabtfity programs. Local school district rep its are used by the Colorado
State Board of Educationas a basis for the Board's March 1 annual report to th Colorado General Assembly.
Four annualState Board of Education-reports have been completed since the actment of the accountability
law.

The local school distnots also must report the progress of their accountability programs to their school,
patrons. Many olthe districts are making this attempt, but uncertainty about collecting the information needed,
the best way to report it, and what should be expected has created problems for the districts.Guidelines now are
being devised by Colorado Department of Educationtaff i-totelp the districts in this task.

Colorado Education coals

Colorado's Educational Accountability Act of 1971 mandated the development of a continuous goal review
procedure to improve the state goals for e catio and to encourage the establjohment of local district goals.
The state goals had been restated in 1971 a d w re derived fr'om an earlier set of goals adopted by the State
Board of Education in 1962. The impact of th ibson report* was a factor in the restatement of these goals,
which was undertaken largely through the e s of the Colorado Department of Education staff. Citizens'
statements gathered during meetings in st \ years and research on how and why students learn were
inveStigated..pretolorado Title Ill needs4sessments were referenced to the 1971 goals,. Colorado now is in-the
process opevising the state,goals through a new review procedure adopted by the State Board of Education in
1972 J-tie initiation of this procedure In January of 1974 constitutes an important step in the formulation of the
state accountability program.

Goal ReviowProcedure

The goal review procedure was develdped under the initiative of the State Advisor Committee in cooperation
with the Colorado Departm'ent of Education staff. The plan Involves a much wider representation of the state's
citizens in the goal developm'ent process than was the case in 1971, and the goals are expected to be finalized in
1976, The new review process is based:upon the position, upheld by the State/Board ofEducation, the State
Advisory Commit e,,,and the Colbradoepartment of Education, that final statewide goals should reRect and
suppOrt the de es expressed in the local school district goals.

.

The fx 1....tas of the Department of Education staff and the State Advrso Committee was to assist the local -
distil sin mpleting the prepara,tion of focal district goals in accordance with the law.,To accomplish this step,
theDep ment of Education staff spent considerable time in regional workshops disseminating to the diStricts
infor ion about the development of goals. As a result of the, workshops and consulting services, lotal district
go , either new or revised, have,been developed by approximately 98 per cent of the 181 school districts in
Colo /ado. Most of these- goals are broad statements of educational purpose. Others, are broad guidelines for
curricutprn areas, and some involve minirrium'programs. . .,

,,,-
., .

Ir J ,

,
,

Public participation in the local district' accountability, programs is encouraged in the law, and many of the
districts engaged ifi a .number of activities to involve they' local communities in the Oaf development proce4s.

,Open meetings were held; and discussions were concluded with parent groups, minorities, administrative. ,-,
` groups, teacher groups, and the School boards. Community groups such as business and ,labor opganizations- ,

also tookpart. 6 . , //, ..
.4I , - ; , . ,

, Analysis of Loo6Distritt Goals

When approximately 68 per cent of the locascho'of districtshad filed their district goals with the tate BoarP
of Education, a suirimary and analysis of the goals was completed-in May, 1974, as a dissertation y a doctoral
capplidati, at the University of.coloredo. From thisanalysis of_tl-r6 local district goals, andliWith the advice tif the

- State Advisory4Commitlea, the, Colorado Department of Education's,3Division for EvalvatiOn and Planning . , I'
proposed an initial set of riine state learner outcome goals. Qr ' , J

... / , / '
OA

' . ,

1 Dr. Jofin 6. GIbim of Tufts 'University, Bciiton, was hired esa cOna%Itant 16 the cobrado State legislaifve's committe4 alq Public
Educatioo. He reprnmeided restatement of Colorado:s educational ooals..-' ' , - ,"- I'

-1-. ' os _ ; ',,,. , , -,
.. , '14'
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Discussion Groups

The nine proposed goals are being,circulated to representative groups of citizens for their reactions n a series ,
of discussion conferences throughout Colorado. Assistahce iM appointingthe membership of the representative
discussion groups Was sought from school superintehden'ts and the loCal accountability advisory committees.

Rotating tubcommittee

A rotating subcommittee will assist the State Advisory Committee With the discussion conferences and in
analyzing the comments and recommendations of the discussion groups' The subcommittee 'will be compos,ed
of State Accountability Advisory ComMittee members, members of the local accountability committees anc-'
local school boards, and local district citizens, parents, and students. The subcommittee will be responsibl or
preparing ,a,second set of goals that will reflect the comments of the discutsion groups. The second set will be
submite,d to selected persons in the discussion groups io verify the subcommittee's Jnterpretation of their
statements.

.
Final State, Goals .

.
.

The State Advisory Committee plans to have a final set of state goals ready for adoption by the State Board of '
Education in 1976. The State Advisory Committee recommends that the final state goalS serve as guide for the '
state and its agencies in the preparation and .implementation of educational plans and programs that
lupplemeht local district efforts. The Committee suggests that review of the state goals take place every two
years.

. .

Development of Performance ObjeCtives
r , .

The Colorado AOcorintabfifity Act also mandates that performance objectives be identified which will lead
directly to the achievement of the stated goals. Local school dittricts must determine the extent td which they ,
accomplish their performance objectives. As with Me new State goals, perfohnance objectives are being
developed in the local school 'cliStricts first, and when at least Atwo-tnirds of the districts have developed. their

, objectwei, they will be analyzed and state performance objectives elated to the local district objectives will be
developed from this "analysis. ,

.. ,
, . , / -
Local District Performance Objectives

) ''it

The local -school districts received assistance in the writing of performance objectives from field ,

repreSentatiVes and project coordinators of the COloradd Department of Education in a substantial number of
meetings and worksiidps located around the state and through inch/dual' visits. Most of the local districts

f' irfipleMented a plan for developing objectives sfollowing the workshops, and some were able'ste write their
" objectives. OtherSsought further consultative assistance directly from the Colorado Department of/Education or .

the Board of Cooperative Services; a few districts used independent ponsultants,14owevel, consultants from the .
Colorado Department' of Education are the primary source they Zeal districts use for assistance in the
development of lodal performance obje'ctives,.

'il.. -4 , , ' e
,4

. In- service training in .writing objectives' is provided ',by many districts' to, local accountability committee
members, teachers, administrators, specialists, pare-professionals, and support personnel.Although a few

. _ citizens have taken part in developing, objectivev some of the 'districtS, teachers and administrators are the
preddminant source for writing the objectives. ,The student outcome objectives That have been

4
en written are

concentrated mainly in the subject areas of mathematics, reading; acid language arts. - . .
, .

, Progress by the local districts throu gh the first two sequential step s of goals and 'performance objectives
expressed in the Rules and Regulations for the.,deVelopment of local accountability prograrrillos under way.,The
Fourth Annbal Report the Educational ACcountability Act' of 197 f contains information about the progress of ,

'thedistricts in the de
assistance.

opment of local accountability programs/and in areas where the districts need lupe,r `

Fourth Annual deport on the Educational Accounts/MO, Apt of 1971 (Denver: State Department of Educktton,1975)
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Results Reported by Local Districts in thefourth Annual Report
.

. .
. There are 14 4.1ocal school districts in Colorado. Of thisnumber 168' districts:reported in tirte to be included in

Oe Fourth Annual fRepopt publishedty the State Board of EducatrOn early in 1975. ThiS'report reveals what u'vm
'accomplished by the lice! school "distriCts in the 1973-74 academic year. Eight local district reports weiV

eceived too rate inclusion in the AnnUal Report; five other local tlistricts, did not comply with the law's
irective to complete the reports., ,

' A total ot 166 of the 168 local school district reportectthlat they bad functiOning, ,al, accountability advi y
'committees with a higher percentage of membership composed of parents, st Olt% and citizens I n of

''professional educators. Ethnic groOps_and economic groliPS were represented on majority of the co ittees.
The law stresses public involvement in the membership of the local advisory cOmmitTeear.

* .
. --.. .Localboards of education of 89 per cent (150) of the reporting districts received recomm dations from.

. their loical advisory cornmatees WhAn suggested steps .for upgrading the quality of stude learning, These
recomMendations reflected the combined thirtIong of the dIstritt and comrpun'ity, and they C9yered areas of
instruction, curriculum, evaluation, staff, students, and facilities.' ._ ., 0 . '

4 , i' . ,
. 4°

Two major activities of ,thethe local sc I districts d 1/07t.-nsch, do! yea 'ere (1) the development of
local district student outcome objective o support,thepurrSases of the gerals, d (2) the rehewand revision of 4 ,

curriculum and instruction in terms of th urp ses. and Intent of the go and objeotives. Student putc
objectives generally were established first fly local schoOl districts, toil,* followed by.the d- of s aff -

'objectives. .
l

.. . ,
--.-, , .

..

'
- -

. . -
$

,, .

Based upon information received from 168, districts reporting for t ourth Annual Report, 69 dicOicta had
bebUn work on the development of student 'and staff objectives. Forqi-ttiree lots said that theywereWbrkirig -
on the development of either student, or staff objectives.,Thirty-eight districts were planning to,deelop student,.
and staff .objectives during 1974-75. Eighteen districts did not respond to thquestion, and presublably nO,,w,ork ,

or planning is being-dOne in these districtson the development of objeaives.
. ,. .'' '' . i

- t , 1 . '., 'r ' ,,r rr .
planning

...

The Irk& districts are Winning to use their goals and olijectivesin the short-tetm and long-range plannin of
educational programs.,As a result of -establishing goals and objectives, dbnstruc*changevin curriculum-were-
,made by the local school districts in which instructional programs were placeidin a mare logical order, cur-plum
guides were developed, specific courses were added; and staff positions to support' afi'V maintain the.thages
Were establisher. The basic purpose Of the changes iiI curriculum was to coordinate and artiditale the
educational programs from kindergarten through .the twelfth gracie.. , , - '. , ._

,s

Ts

f."

,. ,i

Additional constructive thanges
.
were made by 'the local schobl districts in instructiVi which included the

review and updating of existing programs;?the addition of new courses; the, 'stressing Of individualized
approach to learning; and the planning of alternative educational pcograrnS, work study programs, and
inndyative learning experiences. The basic purpose of the instructional changes was to broaden the experiences I
and;oppoltunities of thestudentsandto plan programs to interest't* students and fulfill their needs.

N

i
,

.

L
1

'There have been other results. Some local school distridts_are nclading in their annual reports information
concerning beth the successful and unsuccessful attemdfs, made i ablisning theiPprograms so that other
distficts can. benefit from these experiences. .

;Staff organization and responsibilities are being designed in some local districts with a view
management-by-objectives approach. Three local school districts, have adopted. and are im
managementty-Objectives system. , .

1 -,

.... ( ,
:

As a result of citizen membership co the local advisorj, committees, more prod
professional relationships have been developed. Thefe is more community unberstan
ediNationledebisions end programs, and the local boards receive the benefits of PI
community members. An, estimated one-half of the local School board ofdu.,'!,spring of 1973 were former members of the locaaccountabilityeldvisory oommiI,

, .-,, .,..
....? '",,,

..."Another important resulki§ thCiacreaA se in poirtmunication'and services t S taking place between the state,/ ---*

: -- i .

community an
the rocal Ward

s of view 'expitesseelby
Members elk ed in the

edvsatiQn agency and the local districts.. ,

,/ 26
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further Assistance Needediby the Local School Districts .

Very,few of the local districts have worked through the total processes of ileveloping and measunng goals an d

'objectives at the school building level; 'evaluating their programs in terms of the result and comparing the:cost
tbf their programs to'their relative value One of the most difficult steps for the local districts is interfacing their
district student outcome 'objectives with existing educational pr*ams at 'the school building, level Some
districts, are concentrating on measuring objectives in- one or two programs such as language arts and I

, nathematics. Others plan to inplement both, student and staff objectives in all theirprograms Some district§ are
developing specific otjectives at the subject matter level and the claSsroom level.

''''---fhelocal districts use a number of measures gather information about the strengths and weakness es of
)tneir progiams, but standardized tests, teachermade tests, and Observation still are the methods most frequently
used Some criterion-referenced testing is being tried by the districts tf the '168 local school districts who
reported on this area of questioning. 90 per oeht (151) used standardize!! tests during 1973-74..30 percent
(51) used commercial -criterion-referenced tests, and 33 per cent (37) used district-developed criterion-

referenced tests Criterion-referenced measurement and in-service programs to familiarize the staff with
evaluative skills and techniques were stated, by the rocal districts to be foremost needs r

. of deveioping methods for determining the costs of progrAns. but few were able to g ?detailed analyses of the
Concerning cost procedures, ?fle Fourth Annual Report states that 69 ditricts in the prelih-linary stages

'cost effectiveness of their programs . . t1it % ,

A substantial amount of work and dedication lies ahead far the Colorado Decrarimeni Of Education'staff and. -
the State Accountability Adylsory Committee to provide the assistance needed by the local school districts tq.
advance in these areas One of the primary considerations now receiving attention from the Colorado

- Department of Education and the Advisory Cocrimittee is a major need expressed both by the local schbol
,- districts and by the local accountability advisory committee§ This needls for a program evaluation procedure

that will continously evaluate programs in terms of the dtricts' priorities, goal and objectives Such an

40evaluation procedure was approved by the State Board of Education in the spring. 974; it will serte.as abasic
s framework for the local districts to follow in evaluating their programs. 7

Evaluation Procedure . . / /
--. ,

The Colorado Accountability Act directed the State Board of Education to develop an evaluatibn system that
the local districts could use to measure the achievements of their educational programs and the impact of the
programs upon student learning The Colorado Department of Education appointed a subcommittee , to
formulate an initial design for this procedure. Members from thtState Accountability ActvisorrCommittee and
from the local school distrrctsserved on the subcoranit tee The drafted plan waspresented to the Accountabilriy
Advisory COmmittee Tor-revrev4 and-recommendations After revisions were made, it was presented to the
Colorado State Board of Education and approved by the State Board in May of 1974. -

. I ' .
The evaluation design outlines a serie§df six major steps which the local school districts can follow to prbviiie

for the conhinual upgrading of the districts' educatioAal programs on an annual basis Thespecific procedure
that each district works outfrom the suggested steps in the evaluation plan is left Lip to the-discretion of the
district. Although the local school distrts mainly have been using standardized and teacher-made- tests fe
measure the achievements of 'their educational progiarrs..there is an awarenessthat traditional lesing-onty is

.not a wholly suitable measurement for- a district's objectives. The evaluation procedure suggestsSetiterion-
referenced testing as anbther means for-measuring achievement. The original plan outlinesithe siNevaluatiOn

steps in detail, but they may be briefly §t -sated as follows: , , ... ..- -0-

. - r %
. ..

, .,
1 t, r

..

Deitription of the roles In an evakiaiton procedure (Who is involved and where lobated: where the areas of
Concern are and what should be looked,at) . - '%. .

. ie. .1.r.

t 1 r . ,4.
..

''. :Z ' . . . \ .
.. WPa t is berhg measured {quality in%education through determining-the degree of acoompAthmstat in terms

--.. of sti....dem and staff objectives in the school buildings and districts; the strengths and wiaRriessesof-the
. programs in terms of student and staff' objectives; the effect .the accountability process is having on

. learning and4tre.proyam cost at the cligrict and state levet) _ ..17

-

v.r,' s

t InforM4Itan gathering (what might be done to"Se4ectflitpdedand useful intorrr,tilit. what means might be- -Tri-r . "I

used to gather thdinformation; and analysis of the data) . 1 . .-.

// J - ."

..B

1

- _ 1_ -17 _ _ -OP- ,
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r4
Reporting the information and fa' hereid (b whorh, reporting dates, and kinds of information to be
reported)

Use of the information and facts (how used and )

Results from the use of the inforMation (major educational decisions)

. e

Objectives of the Local School Districts for 1974-75 ..-

Of the 168 local school district reporting in the Fourth Annual Report, 145 districts stated wh4t their
objectives fOr 1974-75 would stress. y indicated the major emphasis in achieving accountability for 1974-75
would take place both at the local school district level and at the school building level

At the school building level,'broad student-outcome objectives are to be matched with.the eductIttbnal
programs in the buildings where the students are located. The changes requiting from the 1973-74 review and
revision of curriculum and the consideration of alterhative approaches to instruction are to be adapted to the
school buildings

41 °It
4 *

At the local school district level, current work on student outcome objectives is to continue. Existing district-
level objectives will be reviewed. and the development of staff objectives will be initiated. New and more effective
approaches for the evaluation of the staff are to be considered and outlined to encourage -personal and
professional growth. The planning and-operation of in-service training programs to me)t staff needs broiApt'.
about by changes in curriculum and instructionatitnanagement will be developed. The design of locarevaluatte
procedures to help the, districts determine the success or failure of the achievemen f t r educattOnat
outcomes. as well as to assist the ilstricts in using collected information, is to be continged.

To sum up the progress that is being made in Coldrado with local distract and state accountability pgrarfis,-
Table 1 indicates the directives In thd Colored° Accountability Act that are accomplished or in progress and
thine that stilt have to be attkied.

A

The State Board of Education, the State Advisory Committee, and -the Colorado Department of Educialieri
have taken me approach of first establishing a firm foundation in the local districts for understanding the

-accountability process ano wokking from One step to the nex o attain accountable results. The Department_Education
staff and the State Advisory Ctimmittee provide t echnical assistance and support needed by Iihf

accountability n an instantly attained goal, but requires sktbstantjhalthree educatibc bodies recognize that accountability
local districts as they nNve frqm oneelseuerIce to tile' the operation of their accountability plans. T

planning: time. and open communication between the state duration agepcy and the local districts.

° Procedure for Evaluotoon Within theAccoonfabilly Process (Denver Department of Education. August. 1975). pp 1-6,

.
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Table 1
Siatus of Implementation of the Colorado Accountability Act

Directives Completed or in Progress '' Future Objectives

State Accountability Advisory Committee appointed
and functioning

Local Accountability advisory committees appointed
and functioning

Revised Rules and Regulations to administer' Ac-
countabilIty Act adopted by the State Board of
Education ..

-
Local district goals prepared by 98% of the local
districts

...4)
Devdtpment of performance objectives by the local
districts is projressing, though not Completed by all

4 of the districts .

;' t: ...

Evaluation procedure adopted by the State Board as
a guide for local dittrict development of evaluation
procedures

State Arinual reports prepared for .the General As-
sembly A 11

6.,
S.

Local district anndal reports prepared -for the State-
Board of Education ,

--
Local district reQorts to schoofpatrons prepared by
majority of the districts _ .> ,

. .

Completion of fecal district student and staff "per--
formance -objectives and putting them Into operation
at the school building level .

.

COmpletion of state goals revision, the first step in
developing a state accountability program

Preparation of state performance objective
.. _

Development of local evaluation procedures and
criterion-referenced test instruments to measure
achievements of educational programs and their
impact upon student learning

DevelopTent of a cost-benefit analysis approach
local disfiict programs

. , . .

Assistance to local districts in t }e preparation of local
reports far sctiool patrons .

Application of results of evaluation to upOrade eau-
cational program;; and direct future plavning. deo.

4sion Making. and budgeting
-

.

'- .
,

,4 i
4.3 .

,
MU

's i A
. 4 1

The next portio4 of Sectiort III compares the methods used by Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan in -
conducting,their state assessment -programs. bginning with the development of state educationalgoals-.1. .t,
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Development of State Educational GoaliC
Michigan

Introduction

-

4

cticut, Florida ,and

Educational Rpais fall into three categories (1) learner outcome'goals, which are student-oriented and
represeht what a pupirshould beable to accomplish at some point: (2) process goals, which are related-to
instructional methods and other 'Classroom, actrvities to ,facilitate affair-pent of learner outcdfte-Beals, -and {3)
management ,goals. which are organizational in stucture and provide the support necessary for implementing
both learner outcome goals and institutional goals The discussion of goals in.-this report is directed mainly to
learner outcome goals

z

Learner outcome goals represent desired pupil achievement expressed in general statements of broad
direction, purpose. and intent- Each state mutt work out its own process for establishing learner-outcome goals.

. Most discussions about establishrng goals state that it is essential to involve teachers because they may resent
be f1.5-c-Dtrntabie 'for goals.lhey did not help to select In additiOn to-involving educators in determining goals,

Tarehts students, community members. and anyone else who will be affected by the goal decisions should take
par; in their eelettion if they are to be fully effective. Determining goals is a political process because the goal
decisionS- need to reprisen,t different values in the community or state, and compromises have to be made.
Furthermore it is-generally recognized that goals iliould not remain static but should be subject to evaluation a- nd

m ,
.,-

revrsion reflecting changes society

The subjeCt areas of learner outcome goals are markedly similar rn most states but are expressed in' t erent
ways k-id.ivith varied degrees of emphasis to embody the concepts and phitosophy of each state's educational
system. The four states included in this report are no exception to this observation, despite the use of somewhat
different methods to develop their goats. Listed are 11 broad goal areas, the 'first ten of which the four states
have in common and to which all of their leiiner outcome goals can be related. The eleventh goal is cited by
Michigan alone as important to develop within each indoidual. The subject areas of these goals are not listed in.

.priority order

1. Acquisition basic skills

.2 Develo ent of the ability for creative, constructive, and CiltiCal thiniorig

3 understanding of the democratic process: responsible citizenship
o

4 Occupational preparation and awareness, economic under§inding

5 Development of aesthetic atidcUltural understanding and appreeption
'

6: Physical and mental health

7, Social development; human relations

8 Preparation for home and farnikcelationships
.

-9. Self-worth and self-understanding

. , --
. 10 on cation of education beyond formal schooling . j

. . . a..
. , ., . 4.1-1. Appreciatidn, maintenance, protectiorii and improvement o the physical environment,

. Y

How Colorado ;is revisuig its-state .gbals already tia4; bien`deicribed; the rbethOds.used by Connicticut;
, flonda: and Michidan follow. Of these three states, only ,Michtgan'sataie fbalswere mandated by law..

v _. .
.- v 4,
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Connecticut Goals

Goals Group

Tate

,

initial owed-ration-of learner outcome goals in Connecticut was c by professional members of
the Connecticut Department of Education who were abetted by e shion leadership of the state's
Commissioner of Edudaticn. Federal grant requirements and the funds available made it necessary to use a
tentative statement of goalsdeveloped by staff members and to present the statement to a representative cross
section of the state's population for reaajon at t 'me time the assessment was in progress, in 1971-72. The
Executive Group, a unit set up in the Con*t" ut Department of Education in February, 1971, to be responsible
for the assessment, recommended threeri essional staff members to constitute a GoalsGroup.

The Goals Group proposed SIX major learner outcome gdals that re derived from several sources: official
state department positions and policies, National Assessment for ducational Progress: assessment reports of
other states. Center for. the Study of Evaluation (CSE) of the University of California. the New England
Educational AssessmentProject, special studies by the Belmont Project and the Joint Federal/State Task Force
on Evaluation, and other relevant educational literattge A series of subgoals or broad objectives for eath major
goal was solicited by the Goals Group from the entire professional staff of the Connecticut Department of
Education. These were reviewed by the Goals Group and refined to a number that totaled 82 subgoals.

Learner Outcome Goals and Mission Statemenfs.
is

The six major learner outcome goats initially-proposed by the Goals Group were subMitted to the Connecticut
State Board of Education and were accepted, but not finally adopted, by the State Board of Education as

.,working goals for use in the 1971-72 state assessment program. The ConnecticutDepartnient of Education now
is:in the -rirtit--e-Ss Of reevaluating Department management goals which are being, formulated'as mission
statements. The mission statements will be related to the learner outcome goals.

Public Surveyslitearner Outcome Goals
,

The Connecticut State Board of Education contracted with the Institute for.the Study of Inquiring Systems
(ISIS) in Philadelphia to obtain public response andreactIon-to the proposed stx mai& goals and 82 -suegoalS.

Theyrogram was directed and Monitored try the Executive Group

TheCOrnrnissioner 'of Education invited representation on two consulting committees fro7n educatiOnal,

. health, fraternal, 'welfare,, bOsiness, labor, Industnal, and governmental organiAtions. These committees.
1.assisted in devising, methods for disseminating the gooals questionnaires to /3 cross section of citizens and

provided to the State Bioard of Education reaCtibns train-their respective organizations regarding the results of
the stildy -

_

The method for obtflinOg, public response to '. the proposed goalsinvolved a m rvey consisting of two
forms. A !song form contaihed all ,the goals and subgoals arid was sent to edu tors and professionals. ten.

.different short forms, disfribijted to parents, students, and other lay parsons:contained all six major goats and

, approximately 40 per cent df the subgoals.'There Was. no distinction made tietWeen the main goals and the
subgoals listed on 0k-tom* All were preSented in random order it* the purpose of determining ,comrnon
attitu6es held by yarb4ut 4rajps of persons. Respondents wefe-asjiektior their age and sex, and whether they;;;.'
were:a student, a Oarein**hool teacher, administrator, or none of these. Apriroximately 25,000 copies of tr*::,
long and short -fame' vele distributedlthrough matting procedures, using the Connecticut Departnient of:;.
education's news public-Aan Or- delivery to the whops. A cross section of professional educators, community-
leaders, schQoi board members, members of professional organiiatons. nonprofessional Ichool employees.,:,

students, And parents were reached by this process: More than 9,000 replies wererecerve0 that were suitable for ° ti
. analysis. .

.1
.

.
Priority Ordlo `s."

, , ..
A= .. , .

..,
, .,,,

. . . ...
.

A Major purpose Of theitudi was to estfblish the goalS in priority-Oder Sp that 'a series of subject areas could .-

be scheclufed for assessment.ent. Theireopency of response for thtsix.niajor goats cited at' randorri among the 82 .. :

subgoals resulted in. a _placement of firSt, eighth, eleVenth, thirteenth, and twenty-fgurth in rank. -When. one , ,

--Atudle§.4he subgoals chosen in pre,e!enoe to a major ggat, it is evtdir4that,131hThe selected. stOgoals aiarelated '-':
Ito one of the major goals. The rnaKir goals ara'statedinore broadly than Many of the subgoats. The major goal

, .
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that won first place among the respondents states that each student should "learn to communicate effectively."
The first assessment in 'reading measured part of this goal. .

so. Florida Goals

Florida's educational goals were developed by a group of Florida Department of 'Education staff members
who made a study of the goals developed Oy other states and proposed a set of goals for circulation within the
Department for criticisrnPublic involvement could not take place becauSeof the immediate deadlines created
by the Florida EduCational Accountability Act of 1971 The law required assessment of statewide objectives for
reading less than a year after it was enacted. The Florida Department of Education -determine° that a set of
broad educational goals should be used as a basis for the formulation of the learner outcome objectives required
by th? Florida Accountability-Act and that the goals should guide the (traction of management -planning to
Improve, the state educational system. After the Florida Department of Education approved the proposed set' of
goalsehey were adopted by the Stati Board of.Education early in 1971.

All of Florida's goals are expressed in terms of goal areas which contain seve4 zObgoals. There are seven
learner. outcome goal areas with 18 subgoals and three management goal areas with 11 ,subgoals. The
management goals identify the state's responsibilities for developing and implementing strategies that will help
students achieve the learner objectives. and they call for an evaluation of the state system of publit edut'atioh in
terms of student achievement and the efficiency of the educational system's processes, The Department of
Education staff feels that the learner outcome gottsare expressed broaely enough to be appropriate at the local -

. district and school level, and they are supplemented by local district goal statements. Florida does not have a set
go review procedure, but modify the goals as social concerns change; nor are the Is stated in priority
order The Florida Department of Education staff members feel that the question of priori is more applicable to
objectives than to goals.

Michigan Goats

11.

The earlier Michigan assessments of 1969-70, 1970-7 Land 1971-72 measured the performance of schools
and students'insterms of a generally agreed upon goal of "achievement in the basic skills." The Corcirton Goals
of Ailichtgan Education, n they are titled, were not adopted until the Fall of 1971. Michigan chose the task force
and citizen survey route to establish goals.

\ .
Task Force on Goals . (

The Task Force on Gbals, which was appointed:by the Michigan State Board of Education in ea/Hy '1970,was
composed of 21 members who repregented teachers, school superintendents, homemakers, bosinessmen,

. religious congregations, students, state universities, Michigan Department of Education staff, local boards of
education, and citizens. The Task Force was asked to develop and draft a statement of educational goals against ,

whiCh the assessment program could be measured. Recommendations werepresented by the Task Force to the

7

State Board of Educationp Junk 1970, and the Board made revisions and addition:sin the goals document.

TheCommdn Goals OfiMichigan Education"
;

. -
A tentative statement'df goals was distributed 16 25,000 Michigan educators -and interested "citizens in

DecEtrnber, 1.970. In thespring of 1971, a sines of 25 piiblic meetings waspeld in-intermediate **focal school
districts to obtafi the opinions and desire of local cifizens and educatora regal:N the tentative -set of goals.
The Michigan State Bo rd pf Education analyzed the opinions and concerns and revised the goals accordingly.
The Common Goals dr Michigan Education. were. adopted . by the ,Michigan State Board of Education in
SepteMber,1771.

The goals are intended 10 be common to air public school systeimiii-the state'Aocal sttiod dtstrictS are
encotaged to expand upon the states Common Goals and clevelOp their own local district and, schobl goals
appropriate for their school systems.

bd.

. . f-
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The goals contain three process-oriented goals which describe wiat criteria schools must meet to help
students develop and achieve, as well as six management goals concerned with the conditions necessary for the

success of a school operation. Thirteen additional goals specify desired learner outcomes. They are not listed in

priority order.

Goal Review

The Michigan Department of Education believ that the goals should be-reviewed in the long term and has
established a review procedure. The Council on lementary and Secondary Education also will be reviewing !il(
goals annually for changes that new informatio may suggest.

Table 2 sums up for comparison the principal approaches taken by each of the three states to develop goals
and the kinds of goals that were developed.

The nett portion of Section III discusses the development of performance objectives by Connecticut, Florida,
and Michigan for the purpose of measuring progress toward the attainment of the sfated goals.

Table 2
Development of State Educational Goals

I

CONNECTICUT FLORIDA MICHIGAN

Legal Requirements

None

Steps in Goal Development
-I 1-

Tentative statement of goals devel-
oped by SDE staff .

Derived from offical SDE policies;
NAEP; other. states' goals; relevant
,edikationai literature

Goals accepted in 1971 by State
Board of Education for use in

- 1971-72 assessment- but not
-,formally adopted

Contracted with -commercial fihn
to obtain public responSe andfth-
orgy order of goals using mad Or-
vey of State's citizeps

f

tt
a

k Products

Six mai% learner outcome goats
And 82 subgoals in priority order

Legal Requirements

None

Steps in Goal Development

:Developed by SDE staff and 6tridu-
latal within SDE; no public involv-
ment due to time constraints

Derived from other state's goals

Adopted by State Board of Educa-
tion in 1

Goals. will be rlitodified as social
concerns chang

Products

Seven learner outcome gdali;
three management goals; 30 sub
goals

Legal Requiiements

State goals mandated

Steps in Goal Developm6t

Task Force appointed with broad
public / professional membership
to draft statement of goals

Draft statement proposed by Task
Force revised by State Board of
Education

Tentative goals draft submitted to
.25.000 citizens and educatord
throughout state

Public meetings held in local dis-
tricts to obtain reaction to goals

Following analysis of citizen opin-
ions, final version of goals adopted
by State Board of Education

Review procedure established by
SDE for long-term use

Products f
Three process oriented goals; six,
mapagementgoals; 13 learner Out-
come goals

-1
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Development of Performance Objectives by Connecticut, Florida, and
Michigan A

Introduction

The Outcomes of student behavior or performance can be measured in terms of performance objectives that
evolve from or are related to stated goals. The development of performance objectives can be managed by a
commercial firm that specializes in the preparation of performance objectives, or the objectives can be
developed by the staff of an education agency with the help of the agency's own consultants and subject area
specaltsa, as well as professional educators from local district schools, universities, and educational
organizations I the state. Many statements of performance objectives already exist and are available to state
educatibn agen ies for review and possible adoption after they have been adapted to the state's own goals.
Initial sets of o jectiles can be prepared by these methods and then be reviewed not only by the professional
educators in the state, but.also by the state's citizens, students, parents, legislators, and members of the boards
of education A review of performance objectives by different groups of persons IS a time-consuming project but
a very important one in the long run for improving the objectives and for gaining acceptance of their use in an
assessment or evaluation program Most states contract with a commercial firm to obtain performance
objectives for beginning assessments, but after one or two years of experience, the assessment staff is apt to
involve the state and local district professional educators and citizens in the development and review of
performance objectives.

The methods used by the three states to prepare performance objectives are described in this portion of
Section III, Florida and Michigan in particular have had wide experience in the development of 'performance
objectives and have prepared catalogues ofpbjectives over a period of several years; this entailed considerable
participation by professional and lay persons in these states. Both states are continually looking for ways-to
improve their objectives, they now are proposing new methods.for developing and revising thin. er

Connecticut Objectives

Connecticut's first assessment was conducted in March; 1972, for reading,_ and it was determined that it
should parallel the National Assessment of Educational Progress to save time and money and to provide
comparative data on a state, regional, Sand national basis. It was the first completed state assessment in the
country that was based upon NAEP models and materials, according to a letter written to the CommisSioner. of
Educaton in September of 1972 by the administrative director of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress. Maine must have been a close second because the first Maine Assessment of Educational Progress
was conducted in May of 1972 in citizenship and writing, and it too used the National Assessment model...,

.

Four of the learner outcome reading objectives that were formulated by reading specialists and other
educators in thedponnecticut Department of Education for a representative sample of 9-, 13- and 177year-old
public scfiool students were matched to National Assessment objectives and released test exercises. A fifth
objective could not be measured by any of the released NAEP items and wapomitted. The matching was
performed by the contractor, the Institute for the Study of,Inquiring Systems, Philadelphia.

Approximately ten objectives were measured in 94 February, 1975, assessment. Connecticutagaiii matched
their objectives with ,,VAEFI objectives arid test exercises for the majority used in the §eseSsmeftt,, but also
included some that were chosen by a science conriflee of six Connectic4teachers fro-in an objective bank
supplied by Measureent Research Center. '!f-,

In the second assessment in reading, which took( place in the fall of 1975 for eighth graders, the majority of the
objectives were selected by Connecticut teachers and reading specialists from a commercial fir . 11AEP
objectives were used to .permit comparisons with the first reading assessment results. Connecticut
Departmegt of Education' feels that local involvement in the selection of objectives will encourageegrea$9,
acceptance-of the phlgrarn;syesults at the local level. . , .

t

. t
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Initial Development
`1.

-Florida Objectives

Florida's first assessment in 1971-72 in reading had to take lac ess than akear after the Florida Educational

Accountability Act was passed, imposing serious bti the deve o nt of objectives and test items.
The Research and Development Section of the Florida Dep,rtment of Education tracted with the Center for

the Study of Evaluation (CSE) , University of California' at Los Angeles, to supp y a catalogue of reading

objectives and items for grade 2 (agglk) and grade 4 (age 9r.

Committees in eagiFlorida school district, totaling 112 reading specialists and 236 classroom teachers, were
/

asked to determine the grade level at which each objective should be achieved and then to select the objec
with the highest priority from the CSE catalogue. No limitation was placed on the number of objectives that cot xi

be Alected, and the result was that almost all were chosen. Slice there were-too many objectives to assess, a

reading consult was hired to reduce the list to a morwractical_size.

The Evalu tion Section of the Florida Department of Education then organized the reduced list and submitted
.

,

..

it for approval to The State Board of Education The objectives were adopted by the State Board in September;

1971. .,
.

Expanded Procedure with Local District Participation

From this approach, Florida turned to more in-state educators, to chers, ard lay persons for developing
performance objectives For the 1972-73 assessment, preliminary rata ues of performance objectives were
prepared under contract by Dade County for mathematics, by Broward C unty for writing, and by Florida State
University for readihg, the three subject areas that were required by law to be assessed in 1972-73. The local

districts' and University's activites were supervised by the Research and Development Section and by subjedt

area specialists in the Florida Department of Education. An advisory committee in each of the three subject

areas worked with the subject 'area specialists and made apreliminary selection of the mathematics, reading,

and writing objectives from the completed catalogues

Through its district coordinator of accountability, each district was requested to form committees to select the

objectives tO be measured ip-the assessment program: Membership on the committees was determinecfloy_the_

districts, but the district coordinator suggested that teachers, administrators, curriculum specialists, parents,

students, and other lay persons be included. Selection of the objectivesby the eeFnmittees took place from April

to June, 1972, The committee members were askedo select a limited number of objectives from a preliminary

list for each grade and age level. A consolidated response was prepared by each district that indicated the
ol3jeCtives the district believed should be included. The tabulations of the district responses showed the total

nUmber ,F)' districts that selected an objective and the weighted proportion (by_pbpulation) of districts that
selected, an objective. The tabulations were used by the subject area consultants and advisory committees to

choose a final set of statewide objectives.

,:t

... . .._
.:

Jhe final lists again were returned to the districts to make sure,thet_ink4mportant objectives were omitted.

Following final approval from the school districts, -the objectives,WerepreOrted to the Florida State Board of
Education for !adoption. Objectives in reading, writing, and mathVairicSfoi4t

and
8;11, and 14 years of age

' v.ware ad-opted' in August, 1972. They were published under a 1972 `.opyriglit, and they were made available to

,'- the district§ f- use as instructional resources as well as for the state assessment'program Science objectives,

-used for the fifv time inthe 1973-74 assessment, were'developed by thasarne method.
.., '

PrOcedure PrOosed for Future Development
. #

x -,, , ,l
This instructionally on ss for selecting performance objectives has been followed by the Florida

Department of Educatio nt time, but thepeperirRept now' 0 proposing anew ill'ocedure for. the

... filture.Staff-tnember.s f 'roblems &rose because of the specificity of the objectives. The orirriary_

Iproblem was that the objecti - .adetailed to communicate to the public or the Florida State Legislature.

Specificity alsp restricted the of a test item when there might have been a more effective way to measure a

skill. Furthermore many obj Ives represented intermediate instructional goals rather than term& outcome
goals.-One of the 1974 ame dments to the FloridaEducational Accountability'Act of 1971 requires that major,

terminal objectives be established. .
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The Ronda De rtment of Education's new plan sets up an advisory committee to identify the essential
terminal skills that every child should be expected to attain, as a minirourN upon completion of his or her N
education. Representation on \the committee favors noneducators and includes 'parents, legislators, and
members of business organizations, as well as members Of some educational associations.

-v

, The terminal skills the advisory committee selects wi e analyzed by subject area specialtstsito determine the
particular proficiencies necessary to acquire the terminal skills and at what age and grade level. Objectives will
be worded as genera) skill statements which can,be understood more readily by the jblic than were previous
specific performance objectives. To establish uniform constraints for item corittruction, the minimum and
maximum limits,of what is expected of each skill at each gradetevel will be specified. -

. p
\ e

,

Local district ,committees will substantiate the appropriateness and completeness of the objectives, after
.,.

which they will.be' adopted by the Florida State Board of 'Education on a three-year basis in order to furnish
stability to the state assessment program. and to give, the districts time to provide ittruction in the skills.
Students will be assessed on the objectives at three to five intervals during the schodyears. A procedure will be

. instituted for reviewing and revising the objectirs to maintain their relevancy ., A ,r,

-V

Michigan ectiy

Michigan has been developing performance objectives by a systematic procedure for the past several years. ,
For the first four years of the Michigan assessment program, beginning in January, 1970, the performance of
students in grades 4 and 7 was jne,asured in terms of a generally agreed upon goal of "achievement in the basic,.
skills," and norm-referenced/tests were used. Objective-referenced tests, developed along with the effort to ,

prepare performance were first used to measure performance objectives in reading and
mathematics. grades 4 a 7, in the 1973-74 assessment.

Workshops
.

The- clevelop_nt of Minting performance objectives*. to measure the adopted set of 1971 goals began in
1971 with apreliminary,Senes(of workshopS in each subject area under the direction of the Michigan Department
of Education's Instr-dctio'nalSpecialist_ Program of, the General Education Services. The workshops were _
attended bysubject area educators at various levels, including representatives from local district schools,
universities, and teacher councils such as the Detroit Area Council df Teachers of Mathejnatics. These
educators rked rn cooperation with curriculum and research specialists- in the Michigan Department of
Education.

Ele'ven of these groups were organized for workshops held in the fall of 1971 to prepare the initial drafts of
performance objectives for grades K-9 in the eight Sublbct areas of mathematiCs, scieRce,' soci

studies, communication skills (including foreign language) , art, music, health, and physical educatidn. Before
drafting the objectives, each member of each group was asked what he or she thought should be the minimum. .

expectancies in his or her specialized area for Michigan pupils at the end of a specific grade level.

Drafts from the 11 groups were sent to additional Michigan educators 'and teachers in all regions of the state
to obtain their comments and appraisals, a process which resulted in preliminary revisions. The responSibility for
the dissemination of "each draft was assigned to an instructional specialist in the Michigan Department of
Education, and the specialist maintained a list ofithose persons who reviewed and revised the objectives.

Grade Level Commissions --

The draps with the preliminafiy -revisibtfrwere sentrnbxt to 13 Grade 'Level CoMmissions, established in -
; . .

fiovernber, 1971, composed' of school administrators, LE'A board Members, teachers, curriculum specialists
paret, and lay citizens, the last of whom were nominated for membership by various professional civic

'organ' ations in the state. At least two revisions and sometimes more resulted from each of these reviews.

,1 *A minimal performance objective Is definid by Michigan as one that represents a Knowledge, or understandlillbs
commonly taught in all the schools, which nearly all pupils should be expected to learn by the end of a grade levelED.
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Elementary and Secpndary Edu6tion COuncil
.

The rdvised objectives then were sent to the 25-member Elemergary and Spcondary EducatiOn Council. an

actvistry, body appointed by the Michigan State Board of Education and made up of professional educators from
educational organizations and institutions of higher education, parents, and lay persdns. After review arld'
suggested revisions by this group. the objectives were sent to the Michigan State Board of Education for final
review,adoption, and distribution to the state's schtols.

Subject Areas of lyichigarr Objectives V.

The Midhigan State Board of Education adop'ted.in 1973, and published in 1973 a nd 1974, performance
objectives in the eight learning areas for various grades from kindergarten to Grade '12 as shown in Vole 3.

Table 3

Subject Area and Grade Level of Michigan Performa nce Objectives
Adopted and Published by State Board of Education

.
. I -

. ,

.
#

.
Subject Area r

- Grade Level (end of) ,
.

Mathernatio r 4ithmetic. measurement., geometry, , Represents a continuum: K-3, 4-6,7-9
algebra, pro ability: and statistics)

..-- ,.

_ .

Communication skills (reading, speaking /listening, Grades 3, 6, and 9

writing) 'v.

Foreign language (French, German. Spanish) Nongraded .
. .

Science Grades 3,-6. and 9

Physical education :Grades 3, 6. and 9

'Health - ---- Grades 3, 6, and 9
.. .

Musi (elementary. secondary, and instrumental) -, Grades 36. 6. 9. and 12
.

. ..
,

Art .(elementary in affectwe domain) Grades andGd 3 6 . .

,, . -. .,

Art (secondary in affective,:pgychomotor. and Grad4 9 and 12
cognitive domains) ,,

,?

'
, . .. .

1
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,P'articipation of Special Groups

It may beinteresting to the reader to note which special group in' Michigan were. represented in the
development of the performance objectives in the several subject areas

Matn'ern-a%6 Michigan Councjl of Teachers of Mathematics'
.

Detroit Area Councilof Tekhers of Mathematics. ,
Greater Flirit COUfICII of 'Teachers of Mathematics

Communication S kies Michigar; Council of Teachers of English
Midhigan Intermediate Reading Association

, Michigan Reading Association,,
Michigan Speech Association

.
, 4

Foreign't,ariOuage Mithigan Foreign Language Association

,Science

,t

Physical Education

Heaitn Education.

Mucic

Metropolitan Detroit Science Teachers Association
Michigan Association ofScience Education- Specialists
Michigan Science Teachers Association

Michigan' Association for,Health, Physical Education and Recreation
Upper Midwest Regionapntersiate Project '

Health education professionals, but no spec,olized group

Michigan Music EdLicators Organization
Michigan -Schoot Band and Orchestro Association
Michigan school Vcical Association;
Michigan Chapter of the American String eachers.' Association

Art Michigan Art Educators' Association
Michigan ArrEducation Directors' Organization

.

,Current Plans _

,
The Michigan Department of Educatieninitiated a field testing Program in 1974 to which teachers volunteered

to uselhe kssessatent objectives for validation purposes. The Objectives in this program have been evaluated by
11 elemphtary sot-Icy:its-and seveh secondary schools. The Department of Education also is contracting for a
survey of educators to determine whether the educational ,profession agrees that the published objectives
constitute essential minimal skill objectives desirable for most students to attain.

Contracts 8,fiere issued to the Michigan Council' of,,Teachers of Mathematics and the Michigan Reacting
Association to obtain their recommendations for improving the quality of the objectives and the assessment
program, following a review of the results of the 1973-74 assessment. ,. .

.-. e,Ea- rily in 75 the Michigan State Board of Education adopted a statement which recornmeofled.A hat
i . expansion o the assessment program tc t+ first, tenth, and twelfth-grades be postponedjor two years., but that .

'it , r' "}, pilot testing o e assessment items for these grades be co nnued. Performance objectives for gradel2 are
being developed for pilot testing. Pre-primary' objectives in cognitive, affective, vd4)sychomotor d9m8ins for
§rade 1 were pilot-tested during the 1974-75 and 1975-76 assessments.--arade.10Objeotaiks in reading and
mathematics 'were pilot-testect,in the 1975 -76 assessment. Ali:of the pqrformance objectives foNgrade 10 were

_taken from the sets of gradeithrougn grade 9 performance objeCikes published bytheMichigan Depa'rtment of
Education. Twenty Of grades 7- 9.reading performancebbjectiAt were chosen for use in item writing, and 71
out of 155 math aticS objectives were selected to be measured fir'st. The mathematics objectives ere chosen
by regr,e ives of the Michigan Council of Teachers of Mathematics.

---
--Another State Board of Education recommendation expressed 1975 stated that the Board should e and

its efforts in developing the-afiective domain .andprovide huntanistic education for the state's students. A
commission has been appointed to draft Affective domain objectives for grades K-9. Staff members at th
Michigan Department of Education are studyi e affective,dimension of the existing performance objeCtives
and are investigating new affective measuf ents. . . ,

, . .r-,
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Ptans.,for Revision of Objectives , 1

,
.

, .
. . , e 4

Only a portion.of tne Oerformance o,btectiv'e,$ adinpled by the michig.ao State Board of Education has been
me stied in th- assessrl,ent prograni, so-that Michigan now iSIn the process et refining. clarifying. arfd revising
ls o1)jech.Q:-,,:athte_r_tha7 civverc)0,q,g nt*0.4 brie,'. (oxceryt--cibjertivEis for grade. 12'to he pitot-tested in the future), ''.7'
The process of, revising the-%jectNes 1:34a jo'nt effort of tile Michigan Eaugational Assemehtl'Prograrn and the
Ift)tr_ictionarSoeckliist ;10Vratll I 15P kof the Ger ieral Education Services ", with primary responsibilnly assigned to
ISP Plans for rek-,,i-Qn are stated,iii.a tentative, long-tango plan for the Michigan Assessrrfent Programwhich is
being considered by Michigan's State BOarci of Education The plain contains several steps'and involveg' large

* numbers of Mager educators Since the plan istill in the discussion stage,' suffice il to say, in general tEirns;
th '14 constitutes a large rnailreoevv of per forniance objectives ii.4 particular subject arms directedto teachers of
ne ,uoject.areas Tne comments of those worKpg With iow aunievers -irld n inority students will receive special ,
atter flOrl The cony, eri,:.=, vv II be revLe'wea by a general reviairj4(op and specialized review groups with brofid
re,oreentation anIC-).,g prOfeSblor,Al aria late people,, Dratts of 'revised obiectives will.be prepared by ISP for the

.

S..',_,e' Thingent of P,,,b,tc instruction and`the Statk_s Board of Educ,ation
.

.r.

, . . .

r t s4Esps takott t-A, C.,:onnecticut Florida, and l',,,liuhigan for the preparation or
..

Table 4 ird4cato.-, the' i','1o,st rec
is ebfectivs

\,
, , . ,--

..
.

The demeioprnent of rely4 iristrumt rit,;,, to measure.the Oertorrnance objectives establish ta.y the three states is
.

etn.; net iopiu Sectv,ili

t

1 The 4ong Range Plan fi)t. therkytn

;"1".4

_ .

V,

4t

Educational Assessment PlOgrarn (itinstng 'qepartmenf of EdOcatr4f1,,*10,74),,,.

*

,

4,

;

AMP
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Recent Mins for the Prepaxatiortor ReViaion, ol'PetfornianceObjectives
... _..I... .. .

...

CON CTICUT
.

.

FLORIDA
,

MICHIGAN ..
,

The, rilaj my of the objectives for
the state's assessment program,
MI be selected by Connecticut-
teachers and subjeCtArea special-
fists from 1 a cdninerciar sburce..A
few NAEP.objeCtives will be used
,to permit comparisons with previ-
ousassessment programs. ,1

.
,.,

.

.
. ,

.
,

. , .

,
. .

1

, .I

.. ,
-.. .

.
,,

., .. . - .
,
, .

.

t .'/
. , .
,

-
0. ,

-, _.

. ., : E.

,t ',

. - 1 '

,
An advisory, committee with repte- -
sentation favoring, noneducators
041 identify essential terminal skillg
'every pupil should master. L,

'Thewterminal skills will be analyzed
by subject area speciallsts to de-
4ermine the parlicurar proficieri6es '.
needed to atquire them. ,- ,

.
f P .r

Objectives will be worded as gen-
eral skills statements rather than in
specific terms, accompanied by ,
the maximum and minimum limits
of what is expected at each grade
level ,

Local committees each district
,, will verity the objectives.

. .

'Final, objectives wit be adopted by
the State'Board of Education for a

'three--year peri9d to provide
stability to the state assessment
and_ to allow chstriCtOirne to give
instruction in these skills , . ,

A review process will be estab.,,, .
fished to keep the objectives cur-.

.rent. -0 ,.
- ,

--
,. - , .

.

' .
- .0. .

. -, . i
/ 1,.

... 0 I
-

,

, ,
, , ,

An appointed -committee is draft
mg affectivdOmain objectivesfor
grades K79. : -

Perlormanse objectiVes are being
developed for `twelfth -graAda' pilot
testing. - -"

.." .
A field testing program has been
initiated in which teachers
volunteer to ,use'the Objectives for
validation purposes.

; Contracts Were issued to the Michi-'
,

gan Councilsof Teachers of ,Mathe-
matics ands the - Michigan Reading
Association to obtain their recom-
mendations for improving the qual-
ity.of the objectives and the as-
sessment-program.

- It

tA tentative plan for revising objec-A
hues involves a large maitreviewof
objectives , in particular subject
areas directed to teachriks of ...the,
subject 'areas, Comments of tea-
there working with IQW".ichievers
and minority groups* Will .rebeiye
special atte,ntion. A general review.
group' with wide lay and prOfes-
siooal, representation and SpbCial-
'zed' groups- composed of ,profes-
sionalttaff and some lay persons
will review the analysis of the maili
sun/ley. A draft,will be prellired of
ttle objectives, taking into account
the,review groups' comments. The

,dtaft will be submitted to the Slate
'. tioard-of Education for apbrchal.', .:

$

/

fie



ik_

DeYelopmenVof AssessMent Test Instruments liy . .---

Connecticut; Florida and Michigan , : -,
...

... . . - introduction -
.

i ". . . .

MoSt of the states- in tne country 'enter .ntb coritracting.for the acquisition of test items, particularly for a
beinning assessment when time preAlte is involved, facilities and staff are limited. or large numbers of students
are paticipating in the-assessment_Sources'of test !tens. pclude commercial testing companies, university-
basetffresearch centers. private nonprofit organizations, and prl4ate'devetopment centers. National Assessment .

for Educational Progress (NAEP) supplies test items Without cost. S4ne states have clevelbpgcl theirown items
with the help of local leachers and subject matter specialists, but usually in such instances the items are the
property of the'state and are protected by a copyright, as in the case of Florida and Michigan. Florida maintatns
that it was 'he first slate to construct objective referenced tests of its own to measure performance pbjectives in

ia a statewide assessment program .
. ,.

, -. - ..
....-When a statein,tially choobvs to develop its own test items for an assessment, the items generally are selected

with ?he -ne0 of a contracted firm from'existing items that have been tested for validity, are consonant with the-
st4te's objectives. and are adaptable for use in the state's par.ticularassessment program Test.iterhs for use in
'rater assessments men may be written by the state's educators in-training sessions, with assistance from
departmentof education specialists,and commercial firm specialists. Through this process, pools'of items
out up. tried out, and revised unto a final version is formulated .

.

Both norm-referenced and objective- referenced tests are used to measure a state's Otwectives.1-he former
have been 'available fof a good many years tom vanous.publishers; in recent years, Several major publishers'
have beet distribulingalective-referenced tests. Connecticut and Florida have used objective- referenced tests
from the onset of their assessment pLograrris Michigan begari their prograrti girth 'norm-referenced tests and
ti-sed them for tnesfiV four years. Objective-referencedtesting was Started-by Michigan for the first time in. the

. .
1973-74 assessment program.: : ;

a

Table includes the many SO C es and groups that have been' involved in the-development and selection of
test.iterns in Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan

A

r

)1\,
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Table 5 '.

-'f A

Sot/toes and-Groups jnvolve1 in thet.Development of Test Instruments.

CONNECTICUT - FLORIDA- .
...

MICHIGAN
ir------, 4

DOE staff .,
`*- . _ .

Educational TestinaService
..,. _ .

California Test Bureau/ McGraw-.
Kill . 4

_ -

Measurement Research Center ,
. .

American Institute for Researct, --

.
Itern_panels of Michgar, teachers,
university rofessors. school coun-
selors and sychofogi-sts. and DOE
staff . turn turn' specialists -for
each sublet a _

Local school districts
c

. Professional organizations in other
subject areas

.
in the future:- Michigan plans to tap'

:-the resources of educators in other,
states. NAEP. commercial pub-
4sheis,

7V.-Jr S;a" '':-
t

Na..cr e.' Assaiss7er f:or Educa-
-ar-.an Po:.ess .NAEP;

-.
,* 'J'e `Cr "-4,=.' S:uai c4 rn.,-ir,r -

S.,.,,:;ar-s -

,-,-ea-c..±. "'"' - e ,-s,.''';..-,.
.. ,

;.-es-.-ri-::-sr, ~.earn ^c Coocra-
..-

.
4 i

(.;,:z-:-- '5'rees 0 e.aor,e-:s Irf0 sub-
ek_ : areaa sc,..,-_-_- 3 SIS _

--44--
-, i

I, S

. _ .

. . .

. .

.

:

'
.

-

DOE staff .-

: .
Center for tne Stuc.fy of Evaluation
df. the Uhive.-sity Pt California

.

St-ate reading donsultant
.

irfarcoL,rt Brace Jcvar)ov'en"
.

Ed-cat °nal Testing ServiCe - -

..
Wast.^.gP)ouse LeSrning Corpbra-
ton4_ -- ,;---, - -

11-peW gro6ps of Florida university
public school teachers. DOE

.staff,staff. and lay persons
, - 4

-Local school districts .

.

F!anda State University

National Assessnent for Educe-
tionai Progress (NAEP)

,-
.

.
. .

,

and Independent . lecit
writers for collecling a lar.ge pool of
items .

c'

4

4

G.

k

.

G

4
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--T the 3Jorst ases:-;:-rferturdertake. Oly,eac:h o'ihe tr.re.? s:a fes Connect Cui uSeC NAEP reieased 7-es' to
F.3 C3 cor,traPted for test "4:ems 4rOrT I,*'tenter fot ith.- Stu'.*,- of i.-_ya;uat on al UCLA. and.M,chrgan's firs; test
'er's here supplied by a Ocirrriercial 4.m' warki,^g r ,-'tit ah ad hoe corrt'rtnee composed of MIchigan educators
a^d r.iarets .As-Ine states ga'ne`p exp.ertise,cyfer-tneyears -ttii..=--r-ie-. !nods used by-Ftondaani tkon,igan-4o` ft:ke
prep?!at!or -_`,": 'est 'toms encombassed !he-services of :he! ow,h educators e:ther from tne local schgol d'str-cts
a'0 5.---..,e-;.itles si%r" bc:--, r...-,rrectc,l s us; pea ...-n r P. to '`,-ye ri.:slate."-s- teachers in. 'he selector rj test
'es 't-ie L6tfoviAng ha:rato:,ede..r,cr-ces r mote detail the methods f-.5'ilowed oy each-of the tn'ee state in the

011.k. ,,,e'iciii...,ert c.N test -terns Tables 6. 7 vd 8 inaca:e the seines of tests used and the subje.7: arf-as'and grade

rees assessed P. the three states curJog eacr fear of'ne r,issesrtter-i. programs ,

0

Corinecticu Test Instruments

First !lead' assessment

S-,ste-ns s sr Cj P 'a a TO- the,

Std i ta assessr-ert gi Jen r Peo-uaty 1972 rh orde- tc oe-n't coch-irar sons Py age seK and
o- a state. ,eg,ora-- natdra. has "ire Co^^e-ct tea:: ng assessmer`
app4r...abfe procedu'es deLe-oped c Nat-Ora AssesSme-: The test "t-r,ms were seected c, ISIS

. ....,thane Depaitrrer of Er,tucato- star'
f

Matching-with NAEP Kerns

r. %5 .e7rce' 1977. 1.;at Dna, Asse.ssr-,ent .'e'eased to Ibis apprax rate; 220 of 'the read,rg e eru ses !rat-
a'SCIOSea to the pecil-c -h May or June.,o. 197-2 Sor cr-e-a tor selecting the test,iterre,..weEe

es:ao sred o-de. ers..-e ax!mem compa-abo Ty between Cohot`ect tut s es: instrurnerts and r.c.-cedefes

and ot Nat rat Assessrr-ert The cniera were

co-ter' d '-ne a owe,: r r6C,IY.-g 'o each dt..e-s: on the,4NAi-EP exert ses used tc the assessment

0 'v ce :e'ec

2 The tota 10r any ohe 'es,t bac-,age would no' be more than 50 r-..iinutes

cncse,i rC re6rese.-: a C_'lneCiC',,r,s :ead,ng goals as £a. post,ble

of,avfSe 0.,f,ntty lever s wou,a ,r the same degree,as thoy apPearep r 'tr-e NAEP
e,ease

The rUrrOe'-Of n each test e.-ctkage-wouid be kept between 19,ano 22

6 Exerc ses that 4'ere sellable rcr Touo admil,stimtiorjonly would be used ''. = ---4414"°

ISIS

. "

oeve:cdea trre assessment instruments separately for each age group- (9. 12. and 17.1 As a `,rut step. all
ne NAEP eleased !ems At.re stew w.th-f,heCohnectItut objectives ;noffcated. the administratron time altoted.

arc 're NAEP afficuity levet assigned Other-NAEP items were identified whin Used the same text with different
Quest ors so that two exercises wittlthie.sarre text would not be used in the same package.

One of Copnectiout's five mectives could not be measured by any of the ,released ,terns arm ...as not
assessed Of the remaining four oblectivess ,test ierns for two of them were-seidornfound btit items for ti other
.wo were more abundant Accordingly. aq-of the r`nu:l'ote choice items that were seldom fcfUnd for 'th two
obiectiyes-were ge:ected, and a choice was trade only from the items that appeared frequentry for trie oth two
obrec t-ves .

;.
0

C-

_

Report or the Assessmern of Amain Skiki of Connecticut P.Itbc Shoni Students (Philadelphia Institute for the:Study of Inquiring
-Systems) , p 5 .

33.
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Table 6.

Subject Areas and Grade Levels Assessed and Types of Test instruments Used By Connecticut

Date Subject Area ,
..

Age/Grade Leuel

'es 9, 13, 17

A s 9 13, 17
-

Age 13

ft

Type of Te
°

Objective-referenced, multi choice,
adapted from NAEP exer ,

Objective-referenced: rpOltipla choice:
some open-ended, mot adapted from
NAEP,exercises. and a few from
commercial sources

t.

Objective-referentecj, multiple choice, . -

some open-ended, most from comi-nerciai
sources, a few adapted from NAEP
exercises

Feor,..a) 1972
..--

Fecir,,ary. 1975'

.

Fal 1975 .

. ....,

.

.

Reading_

.c..ersic.e

.

Read :sia .

.

"Dt.,e to .uncertainties .01 federal funding in Pt' 1973 and tate budget approval for FY 1974 by Congress tn December 1973,
Connectict.= s planned second yeas of-assessment for 1973 was postponed until 1975

Table 7

Subject Areas and Grade L'eVel) Assessed and Types of Test Instruments Used By Florida

Date - Subjec. t -Area -Age/ Grade Level
4

..

i
Type of Test

Fecr,,ar y-marcr).
1972

et".i.--a-y-MarA-.Plead,n9,
1.97 3

Febr.iary.-Macc.
-.1974

..
.February. 1975

October, 1975

. '

.,

t

Reading

.
.

ivot2rg,
ma"mernatics ,

Reading. writing,
mathematics

Sciente

Reading, Writing,
4mathematics

reading, writing,
mathematic's

Preening

-

Gracles.2,4
(Ages 7.9)

racles3. 6. 9 .

(Ages 8. 11. 14):

Grades 3, 6, 9

. --,,
-...

Grades 6.9 ---N

Glades 3,6

Grades 3,6

.,_ .

Grade 5 .

6 :

ISObjective-referenced, mostly multiple .

choicq, but some free responSes
..

Objective-rfeferenced. multiple choice, with
\ some supply and construction items

Objective-referenced, mUltiple choice
,. .

- .
NObjective-referenced multiple choice

Objective- referenced, multiple choice
.

Cfbfective-referenced; multiple choice
-

.
.

Norm-referenced / ..

i*/ /, .

Note Florida also condutted.an NAEP-rnatched assessment in reading and 4itithematics for 9-.
40 thatstate perfOrMance could be compared with national and retponal performance in accordance
AL:corantabsity Act. Testing took 'place, in. December. 1974. for age 13, in January. 1975. for age`9;

,NAEP

dbiectiviritiferancid test items taire used ,
. ., .

and 17-pear-olds during 1974-75
with the directive in the amended
and in March, 1975, for age 17

34
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Table 8

Suil;ject Areas and Grade Levels Assessed -and Types of Test Instruments Used By Michigan

4 c
.-

Date . Subjs.& Area Age /Grade Level : Type of Test
,

.

January, 1970 (1969-
79) . -

January. 1971 (1970-
,71)

. f

-January, 1972 (197'f-
72)- ,

.-

January. 1973 (19721
7.3/

.

. _

September-October,
1973. (1973-74).-

. ..

'September-October.
4974 (19-74-75Y

.___

.

. ,

I

Spring, 1975

.
.

September-October.
1975 (1975-76)

.

..

.

.

.

).

. _.

Vocabulary, reading,
English expression;
mathematics; attitude

Vocabulary: reading:
mechanics or-written
English, mathematics,
attitude

Word relationships.
reading. mechanics of
written English:. -

mathematics

Word relationships.
A reading: Mechanics ,

61 written English,
mathematics

-Reading; mathematics;
word relationships;
attitude (optional)

Mathematics, reading

Word relatidnships
' (optional)

Attitude .(optional)

Pre-primary in
cognitive, affective,
psychoinotor domains

.

1

Science; mathematics

. .

Reading; Mathematics

Reading; mathematics
;

,

'Pre- primary in
cognitive, affective,
psychomotor domains

Reading...mathematics

,

pleading; health;
mathematics

Grades 4, 7

Grades 4,7

.

Grades 4, 7

Grades 4.7

.

Grades 4. 7

.

.

Grades 4, 7

Grades 4, 7
-

Grades 4, 7

Grade 1 (pilot)

.
Grades 4, 7
(tryOUt)

iGrade 10
(pretest)

Grades 4, 7

Grade 1' (pilot)
.

, Grade 10 -
(pilot)

Grades 4, ?-
(tryout)

)
.

'

.

Norm-referenced; multiple choice
,

,r,

.,

.

Norm-referenced; multiple choice
-

.

,

Norm-referenced; multiple chroce:.

. .

Norm-referenced- multiple choice
_

.

Objective-referenced; multiple choice;
attitude anonymous group measures

,

Objective referenced, multiple choice
, ...

Norm-referenced; multiple choice

Anonymous group measures
.

Objective-referenced; most items'
open-ended: some group and some
individually administered in sampling
of schools

!.
Objective-referenced; not for
reporting student results; used in
sampling of schools .,

ObjeCtive-referenced

, ,

Objective-referenced
.

. .

Objective-refe4nced; administeled to
sampling of schools

.
,

Objective-referenced administered to
a limited number of volunteer high
schools ..

. .

Objective-referenced; used in a
sampling of schools
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Test Package
4. . .

A random selection of the test items mis made for a test package that took approximately 35 minutes of
administration time, with 15. minttes necessary for instructions. Test items were interchanged as necessary se
retain a uniform, overall time structure and to rectify the proportional distribution of the difficulty ievel. There wed'
approximately n items in each test package The tests were timed, and tapet-rec'orded instructions wqre
provided to maximize uniform administration practices throughout the state. .

Pretesting I
ISIS hired a staff toconduct a pretest of the administration procedures at six schools, two at each gradele4el,

which were not to participate in the assessment State Board of Education personnel effOrts assured cooperation
fr-or'n the distrusts. The pretest indicated whether the oral ancftaped instructions were adequate and underStood
by the students angi provided information necessary toprepare training instructions for the test administrators.

Science AsseSsment

Connecticut's next assessment was conducted sn February. 1975, in the subject
Triangle Institute was the contractor Again, data were collected on the basis of a probabili
Schools

of sc -nce. Research
domsampling bf

The majority of the test items for the science assessment were adapted from NAEP_-exerctses, but some were
selebted by a 'committee. oaf six local sch I teachers from available published test items. Cornecticut is
beginning to involve its local educators in t selection of objectives and test items in order to gain more local
acceptance of the results of the assessmen . The items were field-tested by Research Triangle Institute in North
Carolina to determine whether the administration procedures were adequate. Most of the testitems were
multiple choice, but a few were open-ended questions There were approximately 25 items to a test, they were
timed and took about 45 minutesotadministration time. Tape-recorded instructions were used.

Alsoincluded in the 1975 assessment for science was a school questionnaire to obtain demographic data and
a student questionnaire, designed by a committee of tempers, to determine the pupils' attitudes toward science.
The questions mainly centered upon the science courses the pupils had taken and how they felt about them.

Second Reading Assessment

At the time of the Connecticut science assessment, a trial testing in reading of all '17-yea. r-bld students, rather
than a sampling, Was conducted in one local school to determine whether theresults could be used to advantage
by a specific local community. This that census testing is to,be enlarged upon in the second reading assessment
of aisaffipleof eighth grade students irt the fall of 1975. The census assessment testing will be offered at that time
to all`tocal schools who wish to participate. The Department of Education wilt supply the schools with the tests
and provide training in administration procedures. Local data will not be collected for state use, but the local,
Schools will- be able to 96t their local results as well as the state results for' use as a measure of tae local
performance.

Most of the test items in the, second readtng-assessment will be selected by Connecticut leachers and subject
area specialists from a cornrnerc)al source. Some NAEP items will be used in order to make comparisons with the
results of the first 'reading assessment.

Florida Test Instruments

First Assessment
. .

While responsibility for administering the Florida State AssessMent Program is in the hands of the Evaluation
Section of the State Department of Education, the development of objectives and test items initially was the
responsibility of the Research and Development Section of the Department. Objectives, test items, ,and
assessment procedures for the first assessment in Florida had to be developed in less than 12 months in order to
meet the deadline imposed by the Educational Accountability Act. To do So, the Research and Development
SeCtion contracted With the Center for the Study of Evaluation, (CSE) of the University of California, at Los

36
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Angeles for a catalogue of reading objectives and related objective-referenced test items to measure those
objectives finally selected from the catalogue by subjel& area specialists in the Florida Department of Education.

Test Package Forntat

csE arranged the test items into four forms each for grades 2 and 4, prepared administration instructions,and

delivered all the materials in camera-ready format. Modification and replacement of some of the items delayed
delivery for two months. After all the materials were received from CSE, and following State Board of Education
approval. of the test items, the Evaluation SectiOn of the Florida Department of Education prepared printing,
specifications and instruction manuals There were 116 items for grade 2 objectives and 291 items for grade 4
objectives Some objectives were measured by two or more items, and not all objectives had itemsprepared for

them

Test items for each grade were divided into four test forms with each form .given to a different sampling of
students. All.items that measured a single objective were on the same test form. Some item required More time

than others to answer, but each form was designed to take about the same amount of admrnistration time Thus,
the number of items of the test fornis for each grade varied slightly Grade 2 test forms had 28, 29, 29, and 30
items respectively, grade 4 test forms had 73, 77, 72, and79 items respe9tively. Each test form measured
approxirhately one-quarter of the objectives. The tests were not timed. The second grade forms took about one
hour: the fourth grade forms took approXimately two hours

Pretesting
"--

Test items were sent to selected schools for pretesting in the spring of 1971 to eliminate items that did not
measure objectives adequately. Assessment procedures also were pretested by 25 grade 2 pipits for the
purpose of checking instructions and to estimate the time needed for administering a full-scale assessment test.
A pre-assessment study of multiple-matrix sampling, the method used in the Florida assessments, was done in

one county Trial versions of the sampling plan also were sent to three school principals to obtain their judgment

.44 of the adequacy and clarity of the directions

Validation

A validation study of the test items was undertaken after the assessment was conducted but before results
were published. The Florida Department of Education's Evaluation Section and the state reading consCiltant,
prepared a form on which a review group evaluated the content validity of each item. The review group consisted

of educators from several Florida universities, Department of Education staff, and lay persons. They were asked

to determine what items should not be reported in the results because of serious technical difficulties or because
they did not appear to be a valid measure of an objective As a result of thisseview, the group recommended that

32 per cent of the objedtives not be reportedin the results.

Secon ssessment

More in-state educators were involved in the development of test items for Florida's ,second assessment in
1972-73. Initi&I test items were supplied by two local school districts and Florida State University, under contract

to the Florida Department of Education. AU of the reading, writing, and mathematics test items then were
'reviewed by a commercial testing firm, Harcourt, Brace and Jovanovich, for content validity and appropriateness
for the grade level being assessed. More than 80 per cent of the items were revised, and' nother 10 per cent

were replaced by the testing firm. Objectives that could not beneasured.because they.required the use of
unobtainable props, or because scoring:criteria had 'not been developed for. questions requiring written
responses, also were identified by Harcourt, Brace and Jovanovich.

Pretesting

Approximately, 200 students from each grade level participated in pre-test, post -test studies. They werr.
conducted to determine the reliability of the test instruments on the premise that if the tests were reliable, the
proportion of students who achieved _success, on the -pretest would be ca'mparible to the proportioni.who
achieved success on the posttest..The results indicated that the tests were satisfactory in respect to this premise.

4 7
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Test Package Format
:..

1 3 I.
I

The number of test items by grade level and by subject areas worked out as follows:

Gratie Mathematics Reading Wr;fing .
. 1

Grade 3 192 110 57

Grade 6 208 210 110

Grade 9 ' _196 ; 152 124

Three different test forms were prepared for each grade, and all subject areas were included oo each form of
the test The cover of each form was a different color for easy identification of test forms. All third-grade tests
were printed in colored inks; grades 6 and 9 tests were printed in black ink. A five-digit number was assigned to
each test booklet which was used to identify a student's responses, rather than his naive, in analyzing test
results; The tests were not timed. Testing time took not more than 40 minutes for the third grade, 120 minutes for
the sixth grade, and 150 minutes for the ninth grade.

Validation
;q-.

X

Following test administration, test itemswere reviewed by subject area specialists in the Flanda:Department
Viof a ucation and by a panes of Florida public school and university teachers. Items the panel and subject area

rc icei; lists considered to be invalid yvere deleted, and therefore no results were reported for flae 'third-grade
rathimatics objectives.

Third Assessment

For the 1973-74 assessment, test items Were prepared by Educational Testing Service and Florida subject
matteLtask forces. The test forms were designed and_ printed by Educational Testing Serxice. The fest for each
gracic vas made up into two forms with a different set of objectives measured on each form. The majority of the
studentslook one form of the test, those in the very small schools took both forms of the test.

For the first time in the assessment program, thb tests were timed at each sitting with what was thought to be
enough time allowed for all or almost all of the stu4ents to complete the questions. Test administrators indicated
at theend.oftrie assessment, however, that.the trhe alloted was insufficient for some of the questions, and the
high omission rate in the responses at the end of each sitting seemed to verify this observation.

Test ,specifications

Florida has prepared detailed specifications f*developing their test items and for' the construction of test
forms. The forms have been standardized so thakt they possess uniform administration procedures, timing, and
scoring patterns in order to permit cornparison f scores among the school districts. Specifications also have
been prepared for the field tests. These are too numerous to repeat for this report but can be found in the
publication, Operating An Objective Referenced" Testing Program: Florida's Approach to Large-Scale
Assessment. This report is available through tt.) Cooperative Accountability Project.'

OUrth Assesiment
\\s

Florida is making significant changes #i its assessment pattern, beginning with the 1974-75 school year,:
'Pecause the amended Accountability Act of 1971 requires census testing for the first time; restricts for the time

ng assessment of any other subject areas than reading,, writing, and mathematics; and calls for the
mparison of state student perfpirnance with national indicators of student performance. The fourthIsessment was conducted in Febtuary, 1975, for grades 3, 6, and 9 in reading, writing, andmathematics and

%,){4, s contracted with the Westingtt&isetearning Corporation. Each student tooka three-to-four hour battery.
.,.I 1 jwdy L. Haynes andCrane wa er, Operating An ObJective-Fielerenasd Testing Program: Ronida's Approach to Large-Scale

... I,V1 t mower: Cooperative Project, 1975) .
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Replication of National Assessment in Reading and-Mathernafics
.

In addition to the 'regular statewide assessment of all students in specified grades, Florida is complying with
amendedmended Accouiftability Act by conducting an assessment matched with the National Assessment of

Educational Progress so that state. performance can be compared with national and southeast region &sults. A
sample of R-, 13 -,sand 17-year-olds will Pe tested in the subject areas of reading and mathematics.

-Pr

The 13-year-olds were tested in Pecember-of 19,74,4he 9-year-olds in January, 1975, and the 17-year-ofds-in
Marph, 1975, a schedule that, parallels NAEP as closely as possible :. he same test items and testingjime that
NAEP used were followed in the Florida assessment. Approximately 80 schools participated at each age level,
and every district partibipated on at least one age level. Between 20 and 50 students were tested at each school. _
in the sample. -;

Results will not be reported by individual studentchool, or district as in the regular assessment program, but
only at the stale level'of performance in the form of percentages of achievement of the objectives and test items.
The results will be analyzed by eertatn demographic and socioeconomic categories, such as race, language, sex;
and size and type of comm6n/y.

Contracting

Florida has continued to contract with a commercial publisher each year of the assessment. The Florida
Department of EdUcation has remained responsible for supplying the first set of test items to the contractor for

review and monitor?; all contract activities. The Department also prints reports of the results. The contractor
reviews the test items and takes care of the more technical aspects and activities of the assessment program,
such as preparing test formats, developing manuals for test administration:and compiling training materials.
Close supervision over all activities is exercised by the Florida Department of Education staff. The staff, has found
that personal meetings on a periodic basis with the contracted firm are more satisfactory and speed up the
process more successfully than reliance upon telephone and mail contracts.

Florida contracted with the Westinghouse Learning Corporation for the 1974-75 and 1975-76 assessments.
Until now, a different commercial firm was uted each year which caused problems because a major effort was
required on the cart of the Department of Education staff in acquainting the new contractor with the state's
needs in _objective-referenced testing..Florida acknowledges that it would be more practical and-satisfactory to
select a contractor for a three-year period, but the state's bidding laws prevent this kind of arrangement.
Contracts that cost over 515,000 must go out to competitive bidding with the lowest qualified bidder winning the

contract. In order to change this procedure, special authorization will have to be acquired.,
e

Michigan Test Instrymentt

Norm-Referenced Tests

Michigan's legislation specifically mandated an assessment of all pupils in reading,. mathematics, language
arts, and/or other generalsubject areas of the basic skills. The results of the first'assessment were demanded by

a date that prevented-any extensi4eijevelopment of tests involving much participation by Michigan educators.*
...,..-44err<eferenced tests were used in the Michigan Educational Assessment Prograrnfor the first fouryears-The

development of performance objectives and objective-referenced tests to measure them was being conducted
during this period, but final versions of the test items were not ready before the 1978-74aatteesment:

For the first assessment, Michigan' contracted with the Educational Testing Setvice forteaLleaturnents that
were the publisher's alternative forma of e4sting, standardized, norm-referenced tests in vocapulary, reading;
English expression, and mathematics for grades 4 and 7. Specifications for the first 'assessment were written by

ETS' based upon Michigan -school extbooks. A 12-member Ad Hoc .Battery Specifications Committee,
appointed by the Michigan Qepartm nt of Education and composed of teachers , - superintendents, adminis-
trators, research and curriculum s ialists, parents, and Department of Education staff, reviewed the
specifications. Department approval f owed. -

State budget appropriations for Implement the asseeernint program implied the time constraints.ED.

39,
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Item Development Panels
.

The Educational,Testing Service continued to develop norm-referenced tests according to specifications
approved by the Michigan Department of education for the-next three assessments, but-the Department was
interested in bringing into the process the experience and knowledge of the state's educators in order to make
the tests more appropriate for Michigan students. The Department formed six committees or Item Development
Panels, one for each subject area (reading, Mathematics, .anciEnglish) at the fourth and seventh grade levelS.
Membership generally consisted of an administrator, two subject area specialists, and fOttr classroom teachers
man a strong background in the subjeCt,artosec Recommendations for paneteriembership were solicited from
several state education associations.

,e

The pariel member's participated'in workshops during which test specifications were reviewed and revised
with the assistance of ETS test specialists and Michigan Department of Education staff. Information was supplied
abOut item statistics, and direction was given in the techniques of writing test, items. Those written by the
committee members were reviewed and revised by a test spetialist at ETS, keeping in mind such considerations
as the necessity for one correct answer to an item; simple language, free from ambiguities-, appropriateness for
the test population; and freedom from racial bias.

Pretesting'

Items that could be revised acceptably were categorized according to contents
used for pretesting. The pretests were reviewed independently bx two different test sp
editorial staff of ET$. Pretests were administered, along with the current,assessment
random sampling of -pupils in the fourth and seventh grades. The results were used
succeeding assessment.

Test Format

d the better items were
lasts, as well as_by the
ests of basic skills, to a
0 prepare tests for the

All tests were evaluated for content validity, reliability, difficulty, and speededness. * ests for the 1969-70
assessment required 103 minutes of lctual working time and 20 minutes to com lete a background
questionnaire. For the 1970 -71 assessment, the,achieVement tests were lengthened to p mit the reporting of
reliable scores for individual pupils. The tests tOok 115 minutes of working time; the background end _attitude

,questionnaire was not time-din 1$71-72, the'test battery was estimated to take a combined otal of 110 minutes
of actual working time. The student background portions and a pretest of the 1072-73 testing took about an
hour. .

Attitude Tests

Attitude tests have been in and out of the Michigan assessment program. A pupit attitude to
1969-70 and 1970 -71 assessments, but attitudes were not measured in the1971.-72 or 197
because the test did not meet Michigan standards for reliability, and the measure was withdr
Preliminary attitude tests had been tried out earlier in the 1971-72 assessment by more than
seventh grade pupils in three school districts: From this tryout, two attitude measures were
toweirAschool and self-conCept) as attitudes that could be wet:measured. These measures
voluntary basis to grades 4 and 7 in the asseSsments conducted in the fall of 1973 and the fall of
they were omitted in 1975-76 in a search for a more valid instrument.

t was used in the
7-3 assessments
wn for revision.
500 fourth and
osen (attitude
ere given on a
1914; however,

Objective- Referenced Tests

Thedecision-tO-Make the fundamental -change to objective-referenced tests was made-in
Michigan State Board of Education' and the State Superintendent of Public tkstruction dilect
develop the assessment tests along with the establishment of performance objectives'irrtheba
was believed that testing students one objective-referenced items based uPon specific, mini
objeCtives prepared by Michigan educators and citizens would be a better way to determine an in
knowledge, and the results would be more useful to local educators for-planning remedial assists
In addition, the 1969 Michigan A& No. 397, which required the development of a state/assess
that the plan should include "procedures for the objective measurement of instructional outcom
students.

Michigan explains this term by stating that a test Is Judged to be unspeeded It nearly 8N the students get threequarters
the lest and SO pair cent of thorn reach the last questa. (See Technical Repo/4 March, 1974, p. 17.) ED. .

*
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Local School District Contracts for Test Development

A model was devised in 1971 for developing objective-referenced tests in which contracts' were awarded by
competitive bidding to a commercial firm (CTB/McGraw-Hill) and toeveral local school districts. The school
districts-provided groups of teachers; subject -areeispecialists, -and-administrators who feceived from the
commercial test publisher special training in developing reading and mathematics test items. A four-day training

session was held for the test writers of the setieral districts. Item writing during the training sessron was
Supervised and monitored by Michigan Department of Education curriculum specialists, assessment program
staff, and representatives of the commercial publigher. The itemswere multiple choice items. Special attention
vvespagto keeping the yooabulary level at.least one grade level below that for which the items were written and
to eliminating confusing wording or illustrations, intricate test items, and ambiguities. After two months, the
groups of educators had written approximately 2,000 test items.

Pretesting

PreliminarY item reviews were conducted by Michigan Department of Education staff, selected item writers,
and local school district project directors. The items then were 'reviewed by MCGraw-Hill for clarity,
appropriateness, vocabulary level, and correct measurement of the objectivehe five best items for each

objective were edited and arranged in a formatfor pretesting.

The pretesting was conducted in the school districts under contract for development and in the Detroit
Public Schools, grades 3, 4, 6, and 7. Terminal grade 3 objectives were asured by grades 3 and 4; telninal
grade 6 objectives by grades 6 and 7. Meetings were held beforehand wit the teachers involved to discuss the
purpose of the pretest.

Following the pretest, teachers' opinions were sought concerninthe to s. Their comments were submitted
to panels of reading and mathematicgspeCialists for further reaction. The pe ormance objectives and tests were

reviewed item by item by the subject area specralisteend theirrecortimenda ions were considered when the final
items were revised for use in the 1973-74 assessment which aimed to rileasu Minimal skills objectives desirable
for all students to attain. The test development process; including the No est and up to the final version of the

test, tooktook approximately nine months to complete. -

The develocimeallpi new firstgrade objective-referenced instrument' as begun in 1973. Educators in four
local sChoor districts wrote the Test items under-the directitin of me n Department of Education staff.
They were reviewed and edited by the American Institute for Research In Palo Alto and then tried put in the,four
local school districts. Following-reviews and revisions by panels of teachers and specialists, the firial instrument

was prepared by the contractor according to specifications approved-6--jr the Michigan Department of Education

for pildt,use the1974-75 assessment program.

1973-74 Assessment

Measurement Research Center and Westinghouse Learning Corporation assisted the Michigan Department of

Education With the 1973-74 assessment in which the objective referenced tests Were used for the first time: The
..grade 4 tests measured 23 performance objectives in reading and 35 perform we objectives in mathematics.

Grade 7 tests measured 23 reading and 45 mathematics performance objectivel. There were five test items for
each objective in each of the tests for both grades. All the pupils in grades 4 and 7 took the tests. The reading
and mathematics tests were not tir:r-4d. The word relationships tests, alsoadministered in this assessment, was
timed, but generally the students could complete the three tests in two to four hours. The attitude test was
offered on an optional basis.

Beginning, with the 1973-74 objective-referencedtesting,lhe Michigan assessment has been administered in
September-October rather than in January of each year. It was decided to collect information from 'fhe
assessment in the fall of the year so that teachers in the local 'districts could receive the ttailts.early enough to

prpvide remedial assistance to students requiring it.

1974-75 AsseSsment

The Measurement Research Center was the firm chosen to handle printing and scoring tor- el974-75-
asSessment, Based on the results of the 1973-74 assessment; subject matter Specialists deleted some of the
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grade 4,and 7 objectives and test items -used in that assessment and clarified others by word changes pr
improvements in the illustrations.

Testing of all pupils in grades 4 and 7 on a core ominimal performance- objectives in reading and
mathematics was conducted again in the 1974-75 assessment program, but 4 slightlyfewer ntImber of
Objectives, were measured this year than in the previous year. Thirty objectives were measured for grade 4
'mathematics; 19 objectives for fourth grade reading. For grade 7, there were 40 objectives measured in
mathematics and 20 objectives in reading. As in 1973-74: five test items measured each objective in each test
for both grades. The tests were not timed, but in 1974-75 both the word relationships test and the attitude test
Were-offered Orr ah optional badis.

:

Some special features were introduced in the 1974-75 Michigan assessment. New, experimental objective-
referenced items in science and mathematics. were administered to the fourth and seventh grades on a school
sampling basis. All of the students in the designated schools received the extra 'questions.-Thirty minutes of
additional time were needed to complete the tests with the experimental items. The piirpoSe of the tryout was to
gather essential data on the psychometric properties of the test items and to select items for future testing. Data
for reporting`statewide and individual pulpit results on the attainment of the objectives were not gathered.

1

The new test items were written as part of a cooperative project between the 'Michigan Department of
Education and nearly 30 local school districts. The districts are aiding the Department of Education in building a
fide of test items for further use both in the state assessment program and in the local needs assessment
drograms

Another special feature 'of the 1974-75, assessment was the first grade pilot assessment. sampling of
Michigan schools which enrolled first grade pupils,was "assessed with the revised pretests used in the 1973-74

' assessment to measure the cognitive, affective, arid Psychomotor domains. Forty-four separate tests measured
48 &the pre-primary objectives approved by the Michigan State Board of.Educationt` No teacher gave rrro're,
than one test covering,no-more than two objectives because of the additional time needed to administer the test

' to ..pupils of this young age. Some tests were administered to small groups and some were individually
administered: -The tests were not timed, and a single test administration of any smallgroup could be completed
within 20 minutes. A single tes1 administration of any individually administered test, could be finished in five
minutes

Test results provided reliable data for improving the test items and assessment procedures for later use; for
determining educational needs-as reflected by The pre-prinnary objectives; and for revising the objectives:

1975-76,Aseessment

The core testing of every pupil in grades 4 and 7 in reading 'and matherfiatics was repeated in the 1975-76
assessment with the same number of minimal performance objectives that were tested in the previous year.
Experimental test items again were tried out . in grades 4 and 7 on -a school sampling basis in reading,
Mathematics, anb in Ithird subject aria, health: Results are to be colleCted at thestate level and will be used fOr.
the selection of items Tor future assessment tests.

,

The first grade pilot assessment again was, administered in a statewide sampling of schools under the-roame.-.procedures as in 1,974-75 except that 32 objectives, instead of 48, were measured in 1975-76. -

Tepth Grade Pildt Ass srpent
. .,,

A pew feature of the M. higan Assessment Program in 4975-76 is the grade 10 pilot assessment. The test
iterriS were written by teachers and specialists provided by-four Michigan school districla.'PollOwinga review and
selectiOn process, the technical support contractor assembled the items in bobklets which then were tried out in
the same four local districts in the spring-Of 1975. The contractor processed the resulting data and prepared the
test booklOs which were used on a pilot basis in the 1975-76 assessment program. ,kn a

_ , , i .
,

A group. of 30 volunteer-high schools were stratified according to the size of their tenth grade enrollmentS and
district, achiiyement :level (depending on the seventh grade atfainmeA4 results of .the 1974=75 -reading -,

assessment) . All tenth grade- students in the 30 volunteer high schools participated. Approximately 100
objectives were divided into four tests consisting of multiple' choice test items. No more than 210 minutes were ,

needed by a student to complete the test. .

,
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. The tenth grade assessment is the firstito be administered, at 'the high school level in the MichiganEd0Cational , '
1,

The
Program. The program will focus on informing the school staff about theessessment program, '

trying out test administration
t
procedures, and explaining theuses of objective-referenced testing results. .

it r' 6
, I,

. t W

-# Tentative Plans for the Future Development of-ObjeOtIve-Refer Test itemi'° , 4- ._ ....1..

,

Although future plans-for developing test items in Michigan still are in,the' discussion stage and de not have
finat approval from the State Board of Education at this time, a systematic plan is being devised. Beginning with
the useof objective- referenced tests in 1973 -74, the assessment Items have been written entirely bye Michigan )
'educators. In order to avoid limiting the scope-of the items, Michigan is consideringe plan for collecting a large,
usable pool of items from several sources,s well as those written by Michigan educatord; Other .souroes wouldf,'
be educators of --other states, National Assessment Ubf Educational Progress; comnArcial put3lishers, arid'
independent writers. ' ,

. .,

- Item reviewers, the majority,Of whom are to be Michigan educators, will be sought from all.major geafraphiC ,
4

regions of the state andwilt represent large minority groups within the state and areas 6f va3ing population ''

concentration. Particular attention will be paid to reviewers who have worked with kit-achieving students. The
Mi&ligan Department of Education staff, in cooperation with teams composed of two or tricee 'Subject matter
specialists and a measurement specialist, will review each item according to several criterikand eliminate those
items which cannot be corrected satisfactorily: - ..

.

r '

Following this initial review of the test Items, the items will be tried outn a smalfgre,UP (*Students to Obtain
tbeir, individual reactions. There can be moreihan one of theseinform4tryOuls, rang% from a small' groupor
pupils to several classes of students. Moreformal tryouts Can take plac,ety adding gipertmental test items to the
regular assessment instruments. Those items that prove to be difficull'iir are negatively biased in the fOrmal . -
tryout will be reviewed a second time for revision or elimination. This sySteri''il of tryouts and r-evieW procedures is
expected to yield a final pod of usable items from which a selection driest items can bernide for any giotrr
assessment. . ,

. -,
-, .' - :* .,.

Most of Michigan's feshtems have been multiple choice, but the iterq writers, will be encourage to devise
,response, open-ended types of items as well, or whatever kinds of items appear 10 bemost appropriate for
measuring a particular objective. . .. . .

7 , ' .

*tvIrchrgan expect4 to expand its assessment program staff and feels that the tryoutecould be
,

,

handled directlx
by tie staff, although the use,Of a contracted firm or both the staff and a firm * likely for the preSent.. ',"

r F

. e

-The principal steps taken by the three states in the development of their test instruments are briefly.
summarized in Table 9: .

, ,
. .. ,

/ .
I° TO Long Range Plan for the Michigan Educational Assessment Program (Lansing: Department of Education, 1974) pp 15-24.
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Table 9

Current Methods Used by Connecticut, Florida, nd-Michigan pr the Development
of Test Instruments

.

.
Corniecticut . 'Florida *, Michigan .

, .

Some NAEP test-exercises are
'used, but the majority of
Connecticut's test items will be
selectedfrom commercial sources
by Connecticut teachers'and
reading specialists in the future

-Commercial firm conducts a
pretest of the items,

..
.

4,8

.

- .a

. _

,

, .
. .. ..

0 ..

. , . ,

, .
.. ...

.

.

.
,

.

.
-

,

.

Initial items are s'Upplied by the .

state university and several local
districts undef contract to the
DOE -, .,

Test Vans selected according to
. tes1 dpecifications standardized
for uniformity to permit .

comparison of scores among
schbol districts .

#

Commercial firm reviews and
reGises items

''
. .

Pretest conducted to test
reliability of instruments

Validation of test items takes '
place following assessment;

k ')

invalid test items not reported in.,
., results --,, ,±

Some NAEP items used in
replication of NAEP assessment

,for a sample of 9-, 11=,- and 17-
year-olds during 1974-75, apart
from the regular assessment

0 .

-.
.

. ,

. .

.

.
.

-
.

-
a.

,

t

; .

,Initial test items prepared by i.,

teachers, subject area specialists,
and administrators of several local
school districts under contract to
DOE .

. ..
Training sessions held by
commercial firm and DOE ,

, . ., , .
A

Preliminary item reviews
conducted by DOE staff, selected
'item writers, and focal district
project directors

.Items reviewed by commercial
firm . .

Tryouts iconducled in districts
under contract to write its

Teachers' opinions sought
concerning the items tried out in
these districts

.

Subject ,aced specialiSts review
teachers' Comments andthe
items for preparation of final
items

Proposed future plans consist of
a large pool of items from in-state
and out-of-state sources. Reviews
will be performed first-by.; ,

Michigan educators representing
major geographic areas, minority
groups, low achievers, then by
DOE staff, subject matter

.,
'specialists, and a measurement

specialist according to set
-1 criteria. Final items will be

selected from informal and'formar
tryouts. , ,

.
.

1"
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Use of Related Data and Variables by Connecticut, Florida; and Michigan
. ,

The kinds of related data and variables a state, plans to collect in ari assessrtnnt program depend
decisions made about the typie of information wanted from the assessment and.tiow the resUlts'shoul .be , .

reported. Reporting results by categories -of age andior.grade levet- erid-sex is the most pornmen -me-46er
Connecticut reported by age level in the state's first assesrenton order to synchronize their assessment with ...

the Natiorfal Assessment ofIducational Progress age levels 19, 18, and 17) and to compare state results with
nationaf.and the northeast regional results:For the first twoyear<of the Florida assessment, objectives were
adopted for age levels 8, 1.1, and 14, and age in this case was used, to dafine the pupils to be tested in the
sample. Problems arose because it was too difficult for the schools-to identify their students by age for teSting -- ,

due to the sthicture of their student information systems Therefore, Florida discontinued the use of the age level
category and defined the testing population by the Corresponding grades of 3. 6, and 9; objectives have been
prepared forgrade levels since 1973-74. In norr-graded schools, the pupils to be tested are ideetified by
number of years in school. A recent exception to this policy was the NAEP-type assessment perforftd in Fl da

in 1974-75 (apart frbm the regul assessment program) which assessed age levels Commensurate with those
assessed by. NAEP to enable-a comp n between state performance and national and regionalperformance. ,.

Connecticut and Florida report results by se n does not. c
-

Data on socioeconomic status and demographic data have been gathered by the three states with varied
degrees of emphasis. Connecticut reports results by community size' (big cities; fringe cities, medium and
smaller cities) again commensurattith the National Assessment' of Eddcationil Progress, and plans to collect

, considerable socioecOnOmic data and school resources information in _future' assessments if the funds are
available to do so. Conner hdpes_to develop a ,prediction: instrument to show the level of student
performance that may be expected. , ,

," 4 .i .
. / :

Florida uses its data for special analytes to verify ;he representathieness of the sample and tc, provide,.
information for particular research reports.Florida is beginning to predict local School district scores ane'aftet s ..
the 1974-75 testing, schbol sores Will be predated. Considelable dembgraphic and socioeconomic data also -
wilt be Collected in -Florida's NAEP-replicated-ass'essment which will be used in 'reporting the results of the
assessment .4 , _.: . ,

_ =
;)

.
t44 0

--,- From the blvirtning, Michigan's assessment has been lied to 'the_ premise, that Student baOkgrouna
characteristidt," the qcialities of,the instructional staff, and, the amount of financial resources spent by a district
hbve- relationships to achievement tevels.--fvficbrgan -used-a' studeriebackgrcont,questrertnaire for the firstaxr--
years. of the state's assessment,' program; a asked for biographical information, eccfgolnic status, and the
educational attainment' 'of the parents, but the questionire was discontinued because it became a,

. controversial issue. Later, data 'for socioeconomic status was eslimated from inforrnatioNgiven on .a,- .,
PI3estionnaire filled in by th school principal; but this method, was considered inadequate andWas stopped.
Michigan has continued toliather riata on apjOximately.15 meaddres concerned witri the instructional:staff,

. --
district financial resources, per cent of racial-ethnic minority students, school dropciut rate, and thesize of grade .>
levels assessed, all of which,arebbtained from Department-of EducatiOn-records.

a 17

.

.
. -

. .

The Michigan Department of Education proviclet norm tables for local school offic.ialslo use in interpreting to
human and financial resources information reported in schoOl and school, distritt summaries. lri the 1974-75, _
assessment, the variables are variously reported at the state, district, and school levels. An optional magnetic ,l'e

tape reporting method also is provided to researchers W1)04,84Q0 investigate the relationslIps between the .: *,

assessment results axcl Other educational variables.
-

z
k

i 0
, ..

1.
Tables 10, 11, and 12 give the most current variables gathered by the Connecticut,. Florida,. and Michigan,

their source, and the-use of the data.. .
1

1

-.5, 0 i I...- '
.

e ,
:

.
: . !"

.
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- Table' 10

elated Data and Varjables Collected by Connecticut*

Data Collected
.. . Obtained From Use

Occupational and educational
teVels,o1 parents

. .-
. .

Values. goals; and interests of
students ... .

`

Teacher age, level of training.
experience. salary

Teacher attitude toward lobs.
,recognition-of merit

, .

.17i)pilistaff ra tiO2pe'r-pupil costs.
typeszif special services. special

;education data.Anumber of library
books, financial resources ofbooks,
Community, use ot_edutational
media: pupil population -.

.

Student dropout rate-fnumbe? of
curriculum options. vocational
prep'aration and foilow-up *i.

, ;
T.eachrng methods. curriculum`
and teaching innovations%

e information currently
avalta but moSt would be
collected through new procedures

..
. - .

.

.. ,

- -*,

.
.

.

. -

.- .

-.
. ,

..
.

;

. .

.

. .
To make studies of the
relationship---,cif theCondition.
vanables;to pupil performance in
terms of the goals and how.this
information can be used in
anticipating pupil performance

.

To develop*a prediction
instrument which will show the
level of `performance that may be
expected

, .

_
..t

.

..

.

.

*
These pre Connecticurt anticippteti plans or the future if funds are avaitable In previous assessments Connecticut collected age. sex.

and demographic data bn size of community (big cities. fringe cities, medium cities. smaller cities) rn, order to report and compare
results by size of community, by state, by northeast region. arid by national feStletS as reported by the National Assessment of
Education& Progress--

Table 11

Related Data and Variables Collected by Florida
.

- ; Data Collected Obtained From -

,

, Use
-

Date of birth
,

Sex
.

Race -t ---

Whetter student understands
seoken Engttsh -

,
Whether student is a special edu-

. cation pupil': .

.. .

Whether student Is a migrant stu ,
dent ,

..

Native larfguage of student "why;
,-doe'S not understandEnglish .

. .

Test admihistrator in space'provid-
ediin test bpoklet cover

.
.

.

:
.

'
.

4 .
. _

-

c

,

_. ..

.

For sOCial analyses to verify
representativeness of sample .

_

For special research reports, such
as reports of results by categopes

status
"sex, race, socioeducational

.
.

-

To predict scores of district and,
following 1974-75" assessment. to
predict scores ofschools

" .
., _

-. -

.

_

.

._
t

,.



Table 12 .

Related Data, and VariablesCollectedby Michigan-

Data Collected - Obtained From Use

HumapPesources: .

Professional instructional staff per
1.000 pupils

.Teachers per 1,000 pupils

Average years teaching expen-
errce

Percentage of teachers with
Master's degreeird above

Average contracted salary per
teacher

.

(Above collected at state, distnct,
and schoollevels)

District Financial Resources-.

State equalized valuation per resi-
dent member ,

bocal revenue per pupil

State school aid per,oupil :
K-12 instructional_ expense , per
pupil_

. .

- :-: .
.

-Elementary instructional expenSe
.per pupil

Total current operating expense
per pupil

.

Total operation millage

(Above -Collected at state andsits-
trigt level) -,

Other: , ..-

Percehtage Of racial-ethnic minon-
ty students (school, district, acid
state level

,
<

School dropout rate (state and
district levels).

.

Grade level membership (state,
district, and school levels) .

Department of Education records

.

.

/

.

.
..

.

.

.

.

',1114°
. .

...:

.

. ,

P
,. A .

-

-
_

s .

,
. .

.-
2 . --

.

. .- . ,

. . , .
.

.

-

.
_ .

i

-1

-,

IF

Reporfed in school and school dis-
trict summaries; norm tables pro
vided to local schoot officials for
interpretation

To provide optional reporting
method to researchers for investi-
gating relationships between as-
sessment results and other educe-
tonal variables s

.

.

.

; .

. ..

.

-

s.
_ -

.--

.
A .4"x. . . 0

...

'
. .

4

.

..
.

. .
--,_____,

..

. .

-. . ..
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Which Pupils 4re Tested and Sampling and/or CenSud Testirig Methrids

--.Probbility random sampling is the procedure used 6y- Connecticut to select the age-groups participating in
the assessment program: The selection takes place in four categories: by community size, by school district, by
St+tdOtS eact-rdistriCt, anctbyPupits,within each school. _ _ _ .

The first three' assessrnentt in Fl ride, lleginning with the 19 71-72 program, followed the multiple.. matrix
samOtmg method to aisess pupils in pecified grade levels. When the 1974 Florida General Assembly amended
teEducational_Accountability Act f J971, this practice was changed. Beginning with the 1974-75 assessment,
all stlxlents in specified grades have 'been tested so that Florida educatOrscan receive reports of the results for
ndivtckiat students andfor each sotto*, as well as'on aloe& district and state level basis. Florida's NAEP- retated
assessment, also conducted in 197.4-75, resulted in a two-part assessment program-that year and: in this
artiCularlarpgram, sampling of the specified ages was similar to National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) prOCedures.

T6e Michiga n assessment presently istevolving into a two-part program: all pupils in grades 4 and 7 are tested
as Usual on a core of important minimal objectives, and a statewide matrix sampling Method is operated
simultaneously for other objectives in. the tryout and pilot portong of the program, Sampling procedures,
precipitated by the chtinge-over from norm-referenced testing to objective-referenced testing,were introduced
for the first time in the 1974-75 and 1975-76 assessment programs.

Sampling in Michigan was perfOrthed at the school level only is 1974-75 and in 1975-76. A list of schools was
draw', up which contained the grades desired for the sampling process, and the necessary number of units was
randomly selected from the list. No further samplipg was done at the classrbom or student levels. All the student
in the desired grades of the schools selected in the. sample took the tests. ThiS method was used for the
expertmental items tested in grades 4 and 7 and for the first grade pilot assessment both years. The tenth grade
pilot-assessment in 1976 -76 involved all-tenth grade students in 30 schools which volunteered to participate.

The Michigan Department of Educlation staff is planning a new spiral sampling procedure for 'assess' ments in
the future which will result in a statewide sampling of student

di..
Table 13-notes the number of pupils tested; those included exempted from the assessment program; and

the sampling methods Used by Connecticut. Florida,'and Michi n in recent years to select students for testing.

s

ti



I

1)

Table 13

-Pupils Tested and Sampling and/or Censt4s Testing -

State , Pupils Tested . _ Sampling and/or Census Testing

Connecticut

NuMber tested .
,

Age/Grade

.

Pupas included

. ,

4 ".

.
.

Pupils exempted
,

N,

1971=72-7,751
.

Febr uary, 1975-4,500

Fall, 1975-4,000 plus any other local-
schools who plan to participate

9-, 13-, and 47-year-olds in 1971-72,1
and February, 1975, grade 8 only in fall
of 1975

All of the given ages in public and
vocational- technical schools, plus
those who have dropped behind one
grade level or are in a gr.ade ahead,
nonpublic schools included in 1975 at
their request .

Dropouts. ,educationally mentally
retarded: emotionally disturbed, and
non-Englis'h speaking pupils

_ .

.

. ..,
A systematic, 4-stage probability
random sampling selection was made.
first stage by community size (big
Pities, fringe cities, medium cities,
smaller cities) , second stage by school
district; third stage a selection df a
schools in each selected, district, one
for each grade leVel: and fourth stage a
selection of specific pupils taken at
randoeri within each school. .

The required number of _eligible pupils
in any school was 48, but the final
.number was set at 60 to allow for
absences.

.

.

l
.

Florida
.

Number:tested ,

.

Age/Grade

Pupils tncluded

,

Pupils exempted
-

,

%

1973-74-1
1§74-75,400,000 .

.
Gcades 3, and 9 both years

All of the given grades plus non-English
speaking and migrant Pupils

.

Educable mentally retarded; 4rainable
mentally retarded; blind; deaf; also

,. exempted on an individual basis are
exceptional pupils (with physical or

_
emotional problems) %glom the school
coordinator and principal agree should
notte tested t

c.,

1 ,

.
..,...

{32,000Up through ,1973-74, multiple matrix
sampling was used in Florida. Only a
portidn of the pupils' in a school were
tested, and no pupil took all the items
onthe test. The items were placed on
three test .forms per grade, and each
student completed only one df the
forms. The sampling was designed to
be representative at the state and
district levels. _

.

Beginning in 1974-75, census testing
inhas' been mandated by law Florida

for. grades 3 and 6. In 1975-76, all
, ,Pupils in grades-3 through 6 will' be-
tested.

.
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Table 13 (continued)
Pupils Tested and Sampling and/or CenSus Testing

-
. .

State .. Pupils Tested Sampling and/or Census Testing
. ,

Michigan

Number tested 1 ;

_

_

' .

Age/ Grade Level
. '

.

Pupils ncluded
. ,,
:-.

.

.

-

., .,

Pupas exempted

.

.

.1973-74-31.00
1974 75-406,000 (there were ap-

oately 320,0004 4th and 7thprwrn
graders, 16,00d nonpublic 7th graders,
and 70.000 1st graders)

1973-74Grades 4 and 7
_

1974;75Grades 1.4, and 7

Pupils in specified grade levels, plus
those receiving itinerant-services (hard
of hearing, physically handicapped,
educable mentally retarded, %notion,
ally disturt;ed. those with speZch im-

,pediments) ,

Pupils in non-graded programs wno
can be identified as 4th and 7th
graders. those whose grade level can-
not be determined to be included if
they are in their 4th or 7th year past
kinciergarten

Tnose-who attend public schools on a
shared time basis from nonpublic
schools provided they are getting in-
struction in reading and mathematics
in thepublic schools .

%..

Nonpublic first grade students included
at the optit5n of the local district

Confirmed Type A mentally hands-
capped unless they participate in regu-
lar classroom programs and can be
tested without physibal or mental
strain,' those who receive instruction
only in special classes excluded at the
option of the local district 0._

.?

.

.

Census testingused in the core assess-
ment of grades 4 and 7; sampling .

prooedurek applied at the school level,
used in the 1974-75 and 1975-76 as-
sessments for experimental items tried
oi.t4 in grades 4 and 7 and for the first
grade assessment

I .
. ,

Necesary number of units was
randomly se ed from a list of
schools whic contained the specified
grades; no furl r sampling done at the
classroom or s dent levels; all stu-
dents in the sp ied grades of the
school sample took the tests

Department of Education staff plan-
fling a new spite samplijag procedure
for future assessments wRicti will rest.ift
in a statewide sampling of students

.

.

,.
.

... '
,

.

- . 41111.-
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Test Administration Procedures

Introduction

Test administration demand constderable'dmount of preliminary work and careful planning on the part of
the conYraCtor and The state education agencyieforethe tests are -handed out to the students and teaftng for the
assessment program actually begins:People have to be appointed to take charge ofevery administrative detail
finked i9 a chain fronhthe contractor and the department of education down through the districts, to the schools,

and to t sroom where the tests are given The process is reversed with the returnofihe tests andmaterials

f the particular school back to the district and ultimately to the state education agency, the contractor, or to
a scoring firm for processing.

ending upon the number of students to be tested, the process can engage a substantial group of persons

to mak- he local arrangements with the local districts and schools and to administer the tests, as in the case of

Florida an ichigan, or a smaller team of persons hired and .-trained by the contractor; as in the case of

Connecticut C ecticut tested 7,751 students in their first assessment and 4,500 in the second assessment.
Florida tested 112,0 the 1973-74 school year and expects to test 400,000 in 1975 to comply with the state law
which now mandates theiesting of all students in selected grades Michigan tested over 300,000 students a year

in the earlier assessments and over 400,000 1974-75

The details of the test administration pr edures followed by Connecticut. Florida, and Michigan are
described next

.

-4.

Connecticut Procedures

T commercial firm c racted by Connecticut to handle the r acting assessment in 971-72 was
responsible for test ad istration. The Institute for the Sfud puffing Systems (ISIS) first hired ten field

administrator d upervisor following personal interviews with teachers, principals, and substitute teachers in

ale who were recommended by local district superintendents and other educatbrs.

Two training sessions, monitored by Department of Education staff, were held by ISIS for the administrators
and the supervisor, In-the-first session the partepantiwere given an overview of_the program end instruction in
the important preliminary work to be done prior to actual testing, such as directing a planning ses ipn with the
school personnel involved; scheduling of the tests, and how to select the testing facility. The se ct session h

a month later provided training in the actual administration of the tests, the-coding of the t booklets, and

cpreparation of coding transfer forms,

In order to secure maximum cooperation and understanding from the schools in the sample, several contacts

were made by mail and telephone before the first meetings were held with the school officials. Six weeks before
the field administrators' first visits to the schools, a letter was sent to all superintendents of the'schbols selected
for the sample. The letter explained the assessment program and its relation to the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) :asked for cooperation, end named the schools in the superintendents' districts

that were to take part. Following this mailing, a similar mailing was stint to the principals of Ire schools in the
sample, along with detailed explanations and instructions regarding the assessment process. The instructions
suggested that the assessment would need a program coprdiTfaitor who could be the principal or someone

appointed by the principal.

A telephone call was made to each school principal by the Connectibut field suAervisor .to schedule
appointments between the administratorsand the principals. At these meetings the detaik of the assessment
program anp the procedures to be followed by each School were discussed. The administrators explained the
method of selecting students in the sample to the school principal and his coordinator since it was their
-responsibility to obtain the correct number of students needed to take the test. The field administrators also were
responsible for arngirig the dates and times for the assessment to take place in the schools. The adminiStrators

kept in.close telepone contact weekly with the field supervisor lo discuss their programs and the problems that

arose.

During the testing .process, the administrators distributed the test materials to the students and read an

introductory statement to them, but ail test instructions were 'taped for the students. When the assessment was

5.1
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completed, the administrators filled out transfer forms used for recording the necessary data for keypunching
responses which ultimately were to be computerized. A check was made by the contractor on the test
administrators' accuracy in filling out the forms.

Connecticut contracted with Research Triangle Institute for the February, 1975, science assessment. The
procedures for adnithistering the tests were very similar to those for the reading assessment, and they were
moni both during the training sessions and at the site of testing, by Connecticut Departmentof Education

aff Wes inghouse Learning Corporation handled the test administration procedures for the second reading
assessment in the fall of 1975, and to general, the same procedures were followed.

Florida Procedures

inistration of the assessment tests in Florida, which depends largely upon local district" rki school
ersonnel to make local arrangements and carry out the actual testing proce res, is the responsibility of the

Student Assessment Section of the Florida Department of Education.

A district coordinator, selected by the district superintendent for ea of the 67 school districts in the state, is
responsible for conducting the testing in his or her.district. The duties entail the mailing of information and
maten s to the school coordinator and tes 'administrators fining the school coordinators, monitoring all steps
relat d to the assessment, and return all asse nt materials ro the Florida Department of Education.
Re ults of the assessment also are di minated the district coordinator. In general, the sarepersonshave

en acting as district coordinators each.year Florida's assessment, providing continuity to the program.

Each school has a school c inator in direct charge of testing at the school. Test administrators, who
usually are counselors or tea ers appointed by the school iD rincipal, help the school coordinator in this task.

Tr fining sessions f the district coon ators are led -by the Florida Department of Education staff with one
p on from the co tractor's staff pr ent to provide technical explanations. Florida found that it is more
successful to have partment of Education staff members lead the/training sessions than the contractor's staff
because of the D artment's arnillarity with the needs and problems of the local districts. Several training
sessions are held in differeryt egions of the state so that the district coordinators can attend the session closest
to home. The district co dinators receive the information they need to instruct the schooLcoordinators and test
administrators from e district coordinator training sessions.

.Following the train g sessions, the district coordinators train the school coordinators. The test administrators
are trained either by t e district coordinators or the school coordinators. Portions of the tests'are given verbally
by the testadministr tor, but most of the contents of the tests and the instructions are read by the student.

Training materials are provided by the contractor, including manuals for the district coordinators, the School.-
coordinatorS, and thetest ackninistraiors, as well.as transparencies and a filmstrip. These materials are sent to
the dist(' coordinators two weeks in adverfce of the training sessions. The contractor also ,takes care of the

= in g and mailing of the assessment tests and materials. r
An evaluation is performed by-the contractor of the effectiveness of the training sessions and materials'

through the use of questionnaires and intervieWi. The contractor summanzea,the times when specific directions
are not followed v orrectly as part of the evat ation. District coordinators meet twice annuallfy; first,to draw

ns and ake recommendations about he . -thods and materials used and again, to review the results.

11111v

higan Procedures

Michigan; too, de ds upon local district o
the assessment progra 'gap uses a syst

-coordinator is designated for each K-12 district b

ials to make local arrangements and to administer4the tests for
of cow. - of Florida.. A focal district
the superintendent of -the = terme. : to district

ediate . .

istriot and intermediate district
coordinator for each 'intermediate district appointed by the inte
coordlnatce le appointed for each' school' in the y . eac
coordinator. Assessment administrators are selected by local school
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'The-local district and intermediate di
from the contractor; train the asSessmen
unused or extra materials; return the te
Assessment Program Scoring Service; an

he school coordinatois send the asse
appropriate assessment administrators. T
administrators and teachers to explain the
provided by the Michigan Departrhent of E
return all the materials; used and unused, t
explicit instructions given in a ,manual. The
uniform, statewide administration of the tests

ct coordin'ators distribute to the schools the materials they receive
cirninistrators;collect the test. booklets and answer sheets; destroy
answer Shedttand related materials to the Michigan Educational
nswer questions that niight arise about the-program and materials.

The assessment administrator can be a Oa
of students are taking the tests. Proctors ea
than 30 students are being tested. Assess
tests to record adverse physical conditi s, in
such as illness and unfair assistance. Such info
or to the Michigan Educational Assessment Pro
districts who'will-beinterpreting the results.

ment materials they receive from the district coordinators to the
schoql coordinators also arrange meetings with the-assessment
rogram and to Show them filmstrips about the program that are
cation. After the tests are_adPnipistered, the school coordinators
he local district or intermediate district coordinators according to
anus contains detailed, step -by -step instructions to help ensure

room teacher or counselor, or the school principal if large groups
6 ass to assist the assessment administrators when more

dministrators monitor the students when they are taking the
propriate grasp reactions to the tests, and individual situations
ation is not returned to the Michigan Department of Education

ram Scoring Service, but is retained by those in the schools and

The administratiorrof the test battery is monit
the school districts ih order to see that a uniform

Table 14 indicates the major elements of the te

0

ed by Michigan Department of Education staff inasainpling of
mjnistration of the-testS is maintained statewide.

administration procedures followed by the three states.

3
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-Table 14

+Jr

r
Major Elements of Test Administration Procedures

Procedurei Connecticut
.

' Florida
..

.

Michigan
,

Principal responsibility
for test administration:

'Personnel involved'

.

.

Training

.

,.

,
. .

Monitoring or evaluation
of procedures and,

. materials:
- .

.

.

..,

Contractor

10 field administrators
& 1 supervisor- inter-
viewed and hired by '. -.

contractor from list
supplied by local district
superintendents

-'''',Iiio.

Supplied by contractor

.
.

,

.,°"

Performed.by DOE staff
and contractor

,

. .

. . .

Local districts$*

, District coordinators
appointed for each
district by the district
superintendent ,

.

School coordinator for
each appointed
by school principals

Test administrators
appointed by school
principals

, .

DOE traitis district
coordinators with
contractor present to'
cover technicalities

School coordinators
trained by district
coordinators

_

Test administrators © 4

trained by district
coordinators or school

..

coordinators

Manuals supplied with
instructions

..

Performed by
contractor and district
coordinators

Local districts

,District coordinators
appointed for
district by the
superintenderlts

School coordinators
appointed by

, district coordinators

Test administrators
(usually teachers)
appointed by
school officals

Suppliedy
district cbordinators

School coordinators.
trained b' district
ccfordinatbrs

..,

Test administrators
trained-by district
school coordinators

Manuals prOvided
district and
coordinatorS
adMinistratbrs
detailed ins

,

Performed
in sample of
districts; schobl
administrator
students' for
testing conditions
reactions to
in interpreting

..0,

each
district

h

local

"4

local

DOE for

..-'

,

_ ,2--------r.

or .2.

school
and test

,,,

with
ructions

-

y DOE staff
school

test
monitors _
Givers?

and
ibe reflected

results

._
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Results

Introduction

Probably the two most important aspects -of a state assessment program are (1) interpretation and
transmittal of the results of the program in an understandable form to the diverse audiences for whom the
findings are intended, and '(2) commitment -to see that constructive use is made of the informatiOn.
Dissemination alone lie diffiCult task. Full utilization of the results may notbe immediate because it takes time, in

terms of years, to collect enough infOrmation to be of constructive use. But utilization is the forerhost and
ultimate purpose of an assessment and accouniabilfty program. Without proper dissemination of the results,
utilization may not be satisfactorily accompliphed. Many of the problems and misunderstandings that arise in
assessment and accountability programs are the result of lack of communication.

Ideally, understanding of the program should be promoted vigorously ahead of time, and the results of the

program should be interpreted in understandable language rex the several different audiences that most states
inclute in their reporting efforts. As Frank B. Womer states in Developinga Large Scale Assessment Program,"

one cannot assume that interpretation of the results .will take place, nor can one assiimelhat thresults will be
used automatically. An assessment program is a waste of effort and funds if it falls into nonuse. It is necessary to

use various methods, in addition to the written reports of the results, to be certain the results are communicated
to the pertinent recipients and that something is done about the findings.

,

All the states across the country which are conducting state assessment programs have printed and
distributed reports which generally, contain the background and objectives of thd assessment program, the

. procedures followed to operate it, and an explanation of -the tables' of statistics displayed. Sometimes both' a"

. technical report and a more simplified report are prepared, the latter appropriate for public audiences.

,

Most states depend upon a contracted firm to score andprocess h e assessment results and to analyze and

print them. Some stateS, like Florida, have their resultsihelyzed and interpreted by consultants with involvement

-. of department of education and district subject area specialists.

Michigan prepares explanatory materials to accompany the printed reports so that teachers and
administrators can analyze results in terms of their own goals and objeCtives. Regional workshops are held,to

provide information to the loCal school personnel, and color filMstrips containing information , for ihterpreting

results a-redistributed to the local districts,

Michigan also is incorporating some other systematic approaches with their dissemination activities. A
disseh- isnation model has been prepared by the Michi an Department of Education .for the Cooperative
ACcountability Project which both state and local agen les can draw upon f guidanCe.12 A full ancLactive

dissemination program that goes beyond printed reports requires considers human and financial resources,

but a state can begin with printed reportsand releases t the news edia, with attention tb clarifying the results

for the local media, and work into other approaches when resou cis becpthe available.
4

The audiences selected to'receive reports of the results are de rmined-by state board and department of

education officals, or stale legislatures, and even by public pres re. Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan were

given some directives in their legislative #cts concerning which a f_diences shoufd be inclUded in the transmittal o

results, although none of these states is restricted in this Sense l'he Connecticut law calls for a detailed report to

be gubmitted to the Governor and Connecticut General Assej ibly in which recommendations by the State Board

bf Education for education can be inducted. c

Florida's law specifies that the Commissioner of Education is to make an annual public report of the
assessment results for each school district andlor the state. Each-district's school board is to make an annual

public report of the results for each school in the district and must file a copy of the report with the State
Commissioner of Education. Finallyon interpretation of assessment results is to be reported in each school's
annual report of school progress which is sent to the parentsof all children in the school.

Michigan's statute simply States that public release of informdtion about ,the progress of the state system of

education is required.
_

... , , . ,
,

. ,

11 Frank B. Woiner, Developing. a Large; Sale Assessment Program (Denver: Cooperative Accoutability Project; 1'973) , Pp. 80, 84.

2 A Diesertyneyon System for StateAccountablItty Programs (Denver: Cooperative Accountability Project, June, 1973) .

. / ...
.
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Flow Connecticut, Fionda,,and Michigan hancjte the reporting, dissernihation;oend utilization of Their results is
described next. . .

Co iicut Resufts

Sowing and *Orodesaing of Resulti

Scoring and processing of assessment results in Connecticut are COntracted to a commercial firm.
,..

Reportinb'Categories '.
, .. ,

, .( 7 .

... 0
The assessment results show. site; national, and. northeast regional median scores (percentage correct) for' e

each objective in each age groupt by'sex and bar size of Community' flarge cities, fringe cities, Medium cities, and:',
_smaller towns) . Tables end bargrajoh§ illustrate the results.

,--

Interpretation of Results
9

No interpretatiori al results at the district: school, o? d,tessroorn lev,e1 is possible because no identificatida of
student, school, or communit is made through the data dollected."

Dissemination of Resu s
,

A technical report is plepared by the,contracied firm qhmarily for use in theConneciicUt,:Department of
Education A copy,is sent to the state-library, some-college libraries, and to the ERIC Processing and Reference
Facility.

t...."" ,'
A public report is prepared rn, a more 'simplified form and ,distriOuted to the Connecticut Department of

Education staff, the State,136ardf Education, Governor, Connecticut, General, Assembly, school districts and
schools, teacher organiz6tiortt, school libraries, parents, School-patrons and citizens, other states, the press,,.ERIC, and the U.S. Office &Education. ,

1 ,. 1 .

Another kind of:repOrt is_ prepared, annually for overnpr and the Connecticut General Assembly .16- _,

response to the- Connecticut General Statutes which request an evaluation of all of the educational programs'
mandated by the General Assbrifibly, including the assessmOt,program: The objectives of each program, its
exben-ditures;'andtthe need for the program is reported along with recortimendationt71 any. .

,
. ._,. t ,. -., 1,

,

Utilizaillih of Results , 4.. u , '
, ...

NoResults are used 4) establish priVies of needs for the purpo Otappropriating state arid Jederal-funds ,to
meet the identified' needs and to detertnifie program effectiveness." ,./ . ..- , ,,,, , , ? /F

' The reading assessment report is supOlying dase data that affect program det6i,Sions for reding both at theIf
stateind Idcal levels. , . .'

ti

Flo'ida Results

Scoriniand Processing of Results

,Scoring is coMpleted by' the contracted firm. The Department of ducation analyzes the *puler tapes
,stippljact bi_thecontraded Wm, ihterpreld the results, andprepares printact fepOirts. The contractor, supplies ,a
final report which contains item analyses, a review of procedureslo'identifyineeded chanpei, andthe results of.

. supplementary studies. Census testing began in Florida during the 1974-78 schadl Oar, arid the Contracted firm
now printiindividual student repOrts in order to return the results to the schools rriore Department of
Education still processes all otherreports.

.5



RepOrting Categories .
30-

Filar to the 1973-74 assessment, results were reported in terms of percentages of students whq achieved
each Cit?jecti-ve atthe district and state levels only, In 1973-
coUld take piacept thschool level fdt a portion of the distriC
criterion established for each objective by a task force 'as
minimum number of items that a student had to answer cor
Jive, five gut of.seven, etc. The criteria varied for each obje

4, enough students were tested So that reporting
s. Achievement of thdobjective was based upon a
gned to eachksubject area. The criterion was the
ctly in order to attain the objective; i.e., four out or

ive. ..

In 1974-Z5, all students were tested and results were reported in terms:of percentages of achievement of
'terns rather than objectives at the student, school, distriCt, and state levels. The school reports are organized by
objective and contain the percentage of achievement ontevery item for the school, the district, and the, state. A
district percentage report reveals how eyery school in the district performed on eachrtem.

.,

Florida also prepares an individual student report for each student showing how many of the items for each
objective Were answered correctly. H is expected that a normative score will be prepared in the future for the total
test and for eachsubject area so that a student's achievement can be compared with other students in the state.

Florida legislators have-been askinglor a single score sohat they can determine the relative effectiveness of a

school or district educational program. In order to comply withthis demand, Department of Education staff have
aveloped regression formulas so that the total score on thp entire test ancLon each subject area- can be
compared with a predicted scorelor the school or district based upon non-school variables.

Results for Florida's,' replication of the National Assessment of -Educalional Progress in reading 'and
mathematics will be in the fain of percentages of achievement on the items used to assess the

objectives. State percentages will be compared' to the nation and the southeast region. Results atso will be
analyzed by categories such as race, language, and sex... r.

Interpretation of Results
, ,

Statiawide results have been analyzed and interpreted by Florida Department of Education consultants and by.;
subject area experts under specialdontract. Recommendations for improvement are sUggestedwhre needed.
Dist7icts and schools are responsible for the analysis-of their results;

piisethinatiOn of Res 'Oita

A series of Written reports, including several technical repOrts-and a summary report, are sent to the 4ockl .

districts and scnoOls, state legislators, the new media, and other states (upon request) . : . '- 1,' if ,
, ....,

. r:

News releases are prepared by Florida Department of Eduaatiod-Staff, and testimony is provided tb legislative
education committees upon requeSt. Each local di6trict is responsible for distributing Me assessment reaults .0e-
locally and tolocal media, usually through the district coordinator who has direct contact; with parents, school

.

staff, and otheP citizens of the district. * ,

.4

111

1

. iP i. a
9

i
,

.

The result's of ttie replicaled National Asse
dittricis and to the Florida House and Senate Edu Lion committees. - - .

ent.of tduCatiOtial Progress will be..clistribrated to the who'd

Utilization of Results..
.

'- CompansonS can .be made between schtiO1 and cligtncf results or between district mad state reSults..Caution
must be e).iercised inth4s ProCesS by considering the variables that cotildaffect the scores, unless the groups that
are chosen for comparison have similar charatteristiCe. A, .

/

.*#

' , IF.

Schools and districts can detaripine how much progressthey,are ma ibing ward their-stated goats arid
objectives, based_ upon their:local problerns and needs,:soltiaLefteottvene§s and improvement ?an be

.
.monitored. .;

.,
. _

. .
.

,,

The present/previous summary included with the districl reports ooh Od used by'lhdclistricttto chart trends
and to deyelop newgoals which reflect the nee* of the studerit : .°". , . -, .1 ,' ,

, w, , -- ..,
. i:

I
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,%,. #

.



- The district percentage summary included in the schooLreports can be analyzed by educational personnel at
the district level for pItterns of school performance. Scrwols with consistently high scores in-a particular subject

_area can be identified so that their program S can be reviewed foi possible use by otherschools with low scores./

Michigan Results
.

Scoring and Processing of Results

Scoring and processing of the'Michigen assessment resultsis acComPlished by the contracted firm.

Reporting Categoriea Prior Co 1973-74
, .

Before objective-referenced testing 'began in 197S-74, reports were prepared for the local districts based
upon the resulta of norm-referenced testing of each pupil's basic sl'ols portion of the assessment battery,
excluding the first year of assessment. These results were reported in terms of the pupil's standing in relation to
ofher pupils Who took the tests.. Pupils' scores, norm tables, and'technical information were provided so that the
local schools could deteimine how Well each pupil Was perfOrming,

Reports also were prepared for the local districts based upon the school and district results of all measures
used in the assessment. These included district and schoO-scores, norm tables, and explanatory materials so
that the local districts could analyze their own results.

A district-by:diStrict summary identified the relative standing of each school distriCt through the use of
`standard scores and percentile rankings. .;

Public r Ring of the resw4tsnentailed tepOrt'S for groups of districts, schooland pUOils, with scores presented
in perce

Reportin ategories 1973 -74

.For the 1,97 -7rasSessment, 'results of the objective- referenced testing in Mathematics and reading were
reported oh an individual, student, classrodm,- school building; school-district, and state-I I -basis. -At' the
student level, the dela shotv,pd whether or,not the student correctly answered each test item,1 number of items

. answered correctly for -each bbjective, and whether or not the student had attained the objective. At the
classroom schbol;a6d.clIstrict level, the information indicated the percentage of students who answered none,
one, two, three', fore or all brifie'fiveltion'Ts.fotvabh,4bwe,40,the percentage of students who achieve1i each
objective. The criterion level for attainment of kith objective (Unlike Floricla;s criteria: which varied with each

. objec4iv 'b)' is sat at ansiverirtg.correttli four out of the five iternsfor each objectiveinorder to rertdbeth theme
of guessing the.right answer'on the multiple choice items. A listing of the Students. in each classrobrn who*,
attained each objective also was provided .-

Ohtbe word relationships test, results were reported in three ways'for individual students: (1) a raw score
which'in_dicalk the nuritier of items the student answered correctly; ,(2) a standard dcore;''and (3) a per cent
below;dcore. which shaved the perdpntage of student's that had a lower standard score. Summaries of ,this
infoimation, presented ink standard score distribution, were provided at the classroom, 'school, and dratrict

!, , .

..

Reports of .the attitude test results-consisted of summary information at the-classroom, school, and district
indiviguat results weteprepared; Me citieSticinnwere anonymous.

.:
.

1

. Reporting Categories 1974-75

.... .-.
4

-co Fqr the 1974-,:5 assessnirtt,LQuilts of the objective referenced tests in reading and matherliatibs far grades`
.

andraie presented in the same manner as in the 1973-4 program. Information again is reported by individual .
, .. .

student and at the lassrocim,School, and district levels. The Individual Stu dent Report shoWs how each student
''' InSWared,the test questions and whether'. tx 'not thesibjectwes were aChievech. The Classroom Listing Report

----.--- -''sum*iieS fof each, teacher the peeforrrianCe of each etudeht i-b the class and theclass performance on each
,i

oi .. ,4.1 /..-

9 'd : 08
,, ,,
, .,/,. , .,,,:. 4_; , 4. ,./.,.
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d t .
objective' The schbOl principal received a set of the studeritrecords and a-summary report for the sclfool: Data'
for each school building and for the district werent to the local superintendents. ", _ ..

-, , . '-,

Becaude of the sampling procedures used for the rst grade 5v.ssment, -only statewide results iwe
cbmpited for hunted public refease and for florets, lassroom and school received data -on the
objectives they testeth , ' .

1

--_,_ . . < .

Other reports will be.prepared for groupings of districts and.scho;s7klhe-four,th and seventh grades two
- .

optional- methods of ,reporjingiassessment results will be available to-each school district: 11'i:seventh grade
results will be repoctedaccordingto feeder elementary school at no extra costio the district, and (2) an optional ;

"research code" 'method will be utilized that will enable the districts to ,observe the relationships- between A"

assessment results and other educational variables of- particular interest to the diStrict. ThiS option Will be
processed at the local district's cost. -From the beginning, Mt assessment program in Michigan has been ,
collecting, analyzing, and reporting descriptive data about each K-12 distriCt,on a nuMber of variables in the ----
categories of human resources, district financial resources,'dropout rate, racial-ethnic minority stalue,--

district sizesize measures: Thesivanables are variously reported at state, district, sthool,-classroom, and individual -

student levels Studeat bac,kground characten prgviously were collected, but these meakires were
discontinued because of the controversy they gen, d among parents.

The word relationships test and attitude test were available on ah optional basis in 1974-75 Reporting for the
word relationships test consists of individual pupil results as well as summaries at the classroom. school, and
district levels. No individual student data are reported for the 4nonymous attitude questionnaires. but summary.
information is provided at the classroom, school, and distrialevels. A statewide summaryand item.analysis are
provided to the participating districts after all the crate has been processed: ; e V

'Reporting Categories 1975-76

Reporting categories will be the same for-the 1975-76 assessment as in 1974-75 except for the of

one other category. In 1975-76 each sphoorand distriCt will be provided the percehlage of stUdentd who chose
each possible answer for each item Since the' aftitude test and the word relationships test were-not offered in

1975-76, results will not be reported inlhese areas.
.

Interpretation of Results ,

Explanatory' booklets prepared by the Michigan Educational Assessment Program staff accompany the
.

results The booklets are designed primarily, to Help teachers analyze individual studerft and classrooin results
and to help administrators ,interpret the school -and district summaries of the results. The administrators also. -
assist the teacher in interpreting student and classroom results. Statewide results have been interpreted_in
articles, reports, and speeches by Michigan oepartment of EdUcation staff. .

The Department of Education staff cannot meet with each teacher or school principal in Michigan's 53.1 local
school districts, but the staff does conduct rigional meetings each year to provide information to local school
personnel about the results of- the assessment. alt workshops are offeiesi for local dittrict administrators on the
interpretation and utilization of the 'assessment results, and there is uidividual consultation with the districts. By
contacting the key people in each district,. interpretation of the assessr9ent prbgram is communicated to others
in the districtS. to additibn, color filrristrips are distributed to the local school districts which explain the program
and show how the results can -be interpreted. A new filmstrip speaker's kit on school utilization of assessment'
results has been prepared for attribution to each school district.

Michigan Department of Education is entering into contracts with various professional curriculuri groups .
the state that are involved in developing the objectitres and test items:for the assessment program These

(groups still be asked-to prepare interpretativeeeports of the results and to generate-constructive conclusions.
I The Michigan Educational Assessment Program staff will assist the curnctIlum groups by writing as resource

persdhs.

Dissemination otResults _

Fortetter.al year Michigan has been disseminating the results of the state's assessment program; during this

procest problems were encountered that hid political, public, and professional repercusSions..Ciirtapy the
program hasnot been embraced with arms by everyone-in the state; and critical articles about it have, been

published. Sortie of the criticism was ably refuted by the Department of Education staff: *nether messiges.
.

-
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have convinced the program's detractors is open to-to question. The Department staff is making an effort to
improve communication and understanding about the assessment program because misunderstanding of the
purpose and misinterpretatio#1 of the results of the program have occurred. An agtoc cOmmittee now ts asgisting
thassessment staff in developing 'ways to held edU0atorS interpret and use the assessment results, and-the
commtttee is coordinating and-improving UlbSel nil kilo' methods.Some of these methods are:

Informational filmstrips, 'audio"tapis, arid ,story cards are sent to the local districts to increase teacher
awareness and understanding of the assessment program

An inzdepth training filmstrip, audio tape, and booklets are being distributed to teachers to aid them -in the
interpretatiorl of res.ilts,

Briefings are being held-across the state to discuss with the local educators the new objective-referenced
testing procedures.

Training workshops are conducted 'to instruct local test administrators, coordinators, and curriculum
gpecialists in the interpretation and utilization of the test -results. Individual consultation is provided to the

- districts upon request

Leaflets abp he assessment progra are dissemi4ated to the local schools for pupils to take home,
s aleafletlso are di uted at .parent-teactters meeti s and other organization meetings.

. -News articles are ,prVpafed-that-higplight various aspects of the assessment. Articles are prepared for
professional magazines. In the futur more of these articles will be interpretive, and they will suggest /0
member of the educational professfori needed changes to improve the educationat system ,

demonst rateBulletins will e how local dis ict agencies can follow up oil statewide results to make local
,appraiscils .

Utilizationpf Results,

The Michigan Department of Educatron asserts 'that e assessment results can assist state professional
co., rrictilurn organizations to :planning azacillaal research studies can be conducted to discover- the relationships-
between educational- variables and pupil ichleviiiinent. Each year of the MiChigan assessment program, financial
resources...reported fbr every district in the state and human resources are reported for eyery school, school
clistrtt, and for the state. This information also can contribute to the interpretation of the assessment results. '

. . ..

Thiel districtsuse the Michigan assessment program data to assist in identifying the reading and mathematics
needs of tare pdpils. ,...., .

..
. .. .,, ..

..., ,.
k On the local level, when afarge number of. low-achieving students is' found in a- school or district, local,
t' educators can review their local curriculum, teat materials. and instructiortat practices to see whether
0 changel should-be made and if additional asSistan,ce is-needed by the students. The results also can help
' parents who want toSupplement their children's school learning.

Many local districts are making progress in estabtishing accountability pfograms that are based upon the
state's six step accountability model, of which the assessment program is one part. The six-step accountability
model is ddscribed in Section 111 under Status of Implementation of Legislative Acts by Connecticut, Florida, and
Michigan. .

11,

V

Cdst and Staffing of Assessment Programt in
Connecticiit, Floda,nd Michigan

Table 15 indicates the approximate costs involved in the assessment progr@ms of Connecticut, Florida, and
Michigan for rtscaryear 1974-75, the percentage of the total funded by the 'stalk and the people who make up ,
the staff responsible for the programs in each state. Costs do not include tutl time ecgiVident salaries. They do
include contracted costs for such tasks as scoring, analysis, printing, and test development, as well as for
riveleNaneous supplies, Materials, and services. o

0 , so
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Table 15

ost and staffing of Assessment Programs in 'Connecticut, Florida, anikichigan
. Fiscal Year 1974775

State Cost (not FTE salaries) % State Funding
-,

' Staff

Connecticut.
---'

.

Florida
,,

,

Michigan

.

$126,000 (science, ages
9, 13, & 17) .

,

$700,000 (reading,
writing, & mathematics,
grades 3 & 6)
. .

.

$829,000 (reading & dilL
mathematics,- grades 4 Mir
7, grade 1 pilot test)

56%

71%

.

TOO °/.,

Director of assessment; 1 consultant,
1 half-tirriecassociate consultant; 1
secretary. 0

Director of assessment, 1 educational .
cOnsullani..111. 1 educational
consultant II, 1 school service
specialist, 1 statistician, 1 statistical
aide, 1-secretary.

Supervisor of assessment, 4 Ph.D.-
level consultants, 2 MA consultants, 1
MA analyst, 4 secretaries,

ti
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Status of 'Implementation of Legislative Acts
PY

Conniticut, Florida, and Michigan

To return to the legislation enacted by the three states, it can be noted that, in most instances; the states have
carried out the majority of the directives an The laws or areal the process of dog'', so and, in some cases, have
instituted steps that go beyond what is specifically required by statute.

Connecticut
,/'-

bonnecticut'S broad mandate to develop a plan for the assessment andevaluatiop of educational programs
has resulted in the preparation of state learner outcome goals an'd three objective-referenced needs
assessnlentsconducted thus far (one scheduled fbr the fan of 1975) based upon the assessment and evaluation
procedures that were developed

ConneCtictIt's six edqcational goals not only reflect desired learner outcomes in that state, but also serve as
ultimate criteria for Department of Education programs and as the basis for the development of performance'
objectives in each unit of the Department for a program planning and budgeting system currenUy being devised.
A total of 134 obiectives under five Department gQals was developed for 1974-75.

Florida

Florida has been implementing the directives for administering a statewide assessment program contained in
the Accountability Act of 1971 and, more recently, in the 1974 Act which amended the earlier Act. A major
directive in the Florida law that has proved difficult to implement is a cost analysis of educational programs and
an analysis of ttte differential effectiveness of instructional programs which is to be includedin the annual public
?eoort This is a complex procedure to develop and make workable.So far information on costs and instructional
programs has not been included in the reports of the,results of the assessment, but Slootnote in The 1972-73
Technical Report states that the collection of data for this part of thV,program "will become operative at a later
date."°,

Th4 Florida Department of Education's Research and Development Section is z ing methods and
techniques concerned with coat analysis that are being operated on a trial basis in some of t al districts.
One method is called the Cost Analysis Management Information Ssytem (CAMIS) which is copyrighted, and
ttie Department of Education hopes that all the Florida public school districts will be using the CAMIS system
within the next few years under this system a district can ascertain the cost ore new offering, or of any subject
area or grade level; compare the cost of one instructional method with another; and use CAMIS with -pupil
assessment to evaluate the efficiency of instruction. Another technique is the Supplementary Cost\ Analysis

.which supplements CAMIS and is being tested in pilot schools in the state. By this method detailed cost
intprmation pn a limited program can be obtained. for example, the cost of establishing a chemistry la_ boratory
course "

The CAMIS manual was issued to Florida School distncts in September, 1972. It was revised in 1974-and
1975 following a number of developme6is regardiryg the use of,the manual which necessitated "modifications_tri

-the system and a plan for uniform minimum implementation in all dtstritcts by 1975-76-

Michigan
N

After the administration of the first assessment, the Michigan State Board of,Education adopted an analysts
process, or an accountability model as 4 is commonly known. made up of six elements or a series-of steps that
are intended to lead to better educational planning both at the state and local levels. The six steps are:

1 Identification of common goals
2 DeielopmenVof.performann objectives
3. Assessment of needs
4 Analysis otclelivery_,systems

** 1972-73 Technical Rprtort, Section 1. Assesimant Procedures (Titian:wee: Department of Education, 1974).0. 3, footnote 3
Articles on Educational AccountegellIty in Universal English (Tallahasser Department of Education, February.-1973) , pp. 14, 15.
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5 Evaluation
6. Recommendations for improvement

The goals have been idehtifieci at the state level. Minimal student performance objectives have: beery
developed for the academic goal§inseveral subjecrarbas and now are,being refinectEach district is encouraged
to articulate its own goals and objectives to-supplement the state's goals and minimal objectives.

The third step is proceeding in the form of the annual statewide assessment which provides information on
pupil achievement and needs and collects data on staff, school, and financial resources for.each School system
in the state. Local assessment programs are encouraged. The Department of Ecludation is planning to conduct a
cornprehensiveprogram to help local educators develop their own assessment measures; this program probably
will involve in-service training financed With state funds.

The fourth step, analysis of delivery systems, is concerned with the use of resources by the educational
system to serve the needs of the pupils. The Instructional Specialist Program tn, the Michigan Department of
Education is assisting local districts in analyzing their delivery systems in each instructional area, investigating
the use of their resources, and adapting their programs to these needs.

Evaluation, the fifth Step; indicates evaluations both at the state and local levels to determine the effectiveness
of new programs. This information will provide a basis for determining continued allocation of resources to the
programs. Successful progress can belidentified and programs more responsive to the needs can be offered. At
the present time, the Michigan Department of Education is evaluating seven of its programs. The evaluation
encompasses approximately 1,1Q0 projects in-more than 5001ocarschool districts. Consultative services and 30
or more workshops are conducted annually throughout the state t6 furnish technical assistance on evaluation to
local agency staff. The Department also is running a survey of local and intermediate school districts to
determine what resources and capabilities they possess for evaluation. More adequate services and expanded
activities will be offered based upon the results of the survey.

Recommendation for improvement, the sixth element, draws upon the Prevrous five steps and'Ofters to the
community recommended changes for the adoption of successful experimental or demonstration programs
identified by previous steps.

.

Many local districts_are_ making progress in establishing, accountability programs that are based upon the
state's six-step accountability model. They are being encouraged to develop suctLa model 4hrough a pilot

program conducted by the Michigan Department of Education in elementary schools, six secondary schools,
and an intermediate school district. The Department staff works closely with the pnncipaI6, teachers, and
administrators in the districts to implement each step of the six-step Michigan accountability model. The pilot
programs serve as demonstration models for other districts and schools which want to introduce the
accountablity model. Consultative services and workshops are offered by Department of EduCation staff -to
provide technical assistancein developing the model. Those involved appear to be generally satisfied with the
plan and consider it a success. Both the Elementary and the Secondary School Principals Associations have
requested training sessions for showing their members how to use the model.

Another impetus for local districts:and schools implementing accountability programs subilai to the state
accountability model is the inclusion of the six-step accountability model as,a part of the proposal needed in the
local districts' applications for competitive grants under ESEA Title III. By 1974 more than 60 local school
districts were using the six-step model through the Title III grants. Although technical assistance and workshops ;
are provided by Michigan Department of Education staff in the distnCts that request them, limitation of
Department staff has Catited delays, kis hoped that those who learn how to implement themod44 will be able to

help others apply it in their particular-school or district.

Michigan's Assessment Act requests that the school systems, be provided "with strong incentives M --
introduce educational programslo improve the education of studentt in such basic skills and Model programs to C.-

raise the levelof achieVernent of studentS" (Sec. 1 (c) of kiblic Act No. 38) . Michigan reports do 'not
specifically indicate what '.'ttroilg -incentives" haVe been introduced, although application of the six-point
accountability model is addressed to new and model programs to raise the achievement of students, and the
pilot program and the use of the model through ESEA Title III competitive grants have resulted in implementation
of the model at the local levels. 1-

Compensatory funds frOrn the Michigan State Aid Act to improve thepertorMance of students ,also may be
perceived as an incentive for some of 4* local districts' As mentioned earlier in the report; funding was supplied

fr , 6
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by the Michigan 'State Aid Act, a four:year program, which amountedto $22 million in 1974. After the initial
identification of a district, with large numbers of tow- achieving students (those -who fell below the 15th
percentile) .the district continued to receive funds only if satisfactory progress was shown by do evaluation of its
corripOsatoryprOgrarn. The school received $.200 for each pupil who subsequently at hieved 75 per cent of the
performance objectives set for him and this, amount was prorated for lower achievement. Funding was based
solely upon these students' pretests and posttests appropriate for the objectives of the local district's program,
and monetaty assistance was to be cut back or eliminated when schools did not show success in raising their
performance level The state assessment program was not used to measure success of a district's grogram;
each district choSe its own test instruments to measure their student progress There were 529 K-12 districts
Michigan in 1974, of which .67 received funds from this program, ranging from $6,000 to $11 million. Detroit, the
largfst district, received about half of the $22 million. The program was 'audited in 1972-73, and the findings
indicated that out of the 99,048 students pretested and posttested that year, 59.3 per cent achieved itverage
gains equal to 75 months for each month of the program. Moreover, 34.5 per cent of, the pupils achieved gains
equal to or greater than one month for each month in the program x The program was not entirely successful,
however. principally because it proved to be impossible to wrthhold funds from a lar Int like Detroit which'
has produced low'achievernent scores but is well-represenled politicallyinAbe-state legislat re

Tables 13-15 reveal what legislative directives required in the Connecticut,
have been completed or aie in proce.ss, other objectives completed or in process that are
laws, and future objectives interpreted-by the agenciest o be in keeping with the laws.

Table 16

ichigan statutes
required in the

Status of Implementation of Connecticut's Public Act No. 665

Accountability Objectives
Legislative Directives Completed or in Procpss

Completed orin Process - Mot, Required in-Legislation- future Objedtives-

Developed a plan for the assess-
, ment and evaluation of educational

programs
-

Prepared pbblic results of assess-
ment program and an annual Te-.
port lo Governor and legislators
containing evaluations and recom-
mendations for ell other educa-
tonal programs mandated by' the
General Assembly, including the
assessment program ,

.. ,

Developed state

Conducted 3 assessments
ing, science, and
assessmen

goals .

.

(read-
second reading

acts to develop
assessment pro-

%
.

To refine state goals ./

, .

To continue a ment on an an-
nual basis in severa ecfareas

To develop an assessment predic-
tion instrument to show per,
formance level expectations of dis-
Inds,. taking variables into
consideration . ,

,

E ouraged dis
comparable local
grams

.

* Staff Response tci the MEA/NEA Paola Report. An Assessmeht of the Michigan Accountability System (Lansing: Department of
Etkoostton, Apra 30, 1974) p. 29.
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table 17

Status of
Implementation of Florida's Revised Educational Accountability Act ai_

Legislative Directives
Completed or in ProceAs

- ---

Accountability Objectives
Completed or in Process .

Not Required in Legislation ..
Future Obj Ives

.

.

Developed and administering
statewide assessment program,
using criterion-referenced testing

..--

Established performance objec-
fives in reading, writing, and math-
ematics for grades 2, 3, 4, 6, and 9,
and in science for grades 6 and9

Prepared- and interpreted public
reports of assessment results

Department of Education assisting
local .districts to prepare annual
public reports by grade and sub-
ject area for each. school in the
diStrict .

Changed' to census testing of
grades 3 and 6 in 1974-75, as
requested in amended law

e

rin0 for c nsus testing bf
grades 3 through by 1974-75, as
requested in law

.

Replicated a sample NAEP assess-
ment to compare state results with
national results

.

Developing objectives which
reflett terminal outcomes, as, re-
quired in amended lgw; these are
in the fortn of general slcills state-
ments rather than specific objec-
to/es

.
.

Developed state
. _

oped Cost Analysis
ment Information System
SuppleMentary Cost Analysis
gram

...

,

.

,

i

.
,

.

.

.
Manage-
and the

Pro'

>

-- ---T-Structional

-

.

.

.

.

, .
To provide pred ted scores based
upon 1974-7 non school van
ables for c parson with total test
score results

To prepare 'Special re arch rp-
ports, such as reporting esul by
categories of sex, a , and

.- socioeconomic status, an relation
to other v ables

. ,
To pr pare ananatOis and recom-
me a ions -poncerning the costs
and_differenfol effectiveness of in-

programs required by
law to be included in the annual
public report .

,

_

,

5,

_

.

.

.
, .

_ .
, -.

.
.

%

411111,
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Table 18

Status of Implementation of Michigan's Public Act No. 38

Legislative Directives
Completed or in PTOCess

Developed state goals

Identified students in. need of
remedial assistance and provided
information for allocation of state
funds

Assessed two grade levels (4 &
7) annually since 1970. Expansion
to grade 1 took place in 1974; to
grade 10 in 1975 (pilots)

Introduced objective-referenced
testing as a better way to deter-
mine achievement and learning of
individual pupils and to obtain
more useful results for planning
remedial assistance programs

Six-step accountability model pro-
vides' for evaluatiOn of programs,
infroduction of new programs,
changes in programs for improve-
ment

Evaluation of several Department
of Education programs being con-
ducted that involve 1,100 projects
in more than 500 local districts

Information is collected on staff,
School, and financrat resources
and used kith the information on
pupil achievement to improve edu-
cational decision making

Accountability bjectives
Completed or in rocess

Not Required in Leg lotion

Performance objectives bey
to 8 subject areat; others b
developed or being refined
other grade levels

Development of the sm-step ac-
countability model and a pilot pro-.
gram to -implement the model in
local districts and schools

Consultative, services and work-
sh,ops to provide technical assist-
ance to local districts in the area of
evaluation

Future-Objectives

Preparation of erpretiv4 reports
of assessment results

Annual audit of the assessment
Klicies and procedures con-

\ ducted by advisory groups in Mich-'

Aractive promotion plan for dis-
semination -sand utilization of as-
sessment results and the meaning
of accountability

In-service training funded by the
state to helplocal educators devel-
op assessment measures

Training sessions the use aril
implementation of the six-step ac-
countability model in local districts
and schools planned for Elemen-
tary --'and Secondary &hod
Principals AssociatiOns
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SECTION IV. SOME MAJOR ISSUES
Accountability is a very complex theory to put ,into practice, therefore, t

translate accountability into workable procedures have been beset by n
difficulties stem from the current "state of the art!' and are technical,- w
frustrating, arid generally political in nature. Some of the technical-, communi
emerged during the course of the research for this report are described in thi
early stages of developing. accountability and/or assessment programs, we
planning. For those who are further /along and Wave, encountered such pro
painlessly refreshing.

Educational Acci?untability: A Confusion in Meaning

ts not surprising that attempts to
erous difficulties. Some of these
le others are less tangible, more
five, and political problems which.
section "For those who are in the
ode this section will help in their

ms we trust the review will be

Superintendent f Public .Instruction John Pbrter has defined educational accountability for Michigan's
purposes as deterqning how the educationaltornmunity, in cooperation with the State's citizens, cam. improve

student learning and performance.* Certainly accountability has this meaning, b we would add the necessity

for the efficient use of public funds through attention to cost analysis and public rep ting.

The meaning of -the term "education/al accountability" has become increasing' ambiguous becauSe of the

application of the word to a particular method for achieving the purpose of the co ept. Thus,. accountability

often is equated with P. PBS, teacher'evaluation, performance-based schobl accred tion or, most commonly,
with educational assessment, all of which are different approaches for obtaining acco table results. In addition,

accountability has taken on emotional overtones which strongly influence one's acc stance or-rejectioh of d'
particular method 'It's essential that educatOrs, legislators, and citizens be infOrme that accountability is a
continuous improvement process approached by many paths on a participator:), or shar responsibility basis on

the part of lay, legislative, and educational persons. Each methodutilized to achieve at countability should be
differentiated from the concept of accountability and judged on its own merits.

Explanations- of accountability and the complexities of evaluation and assessment ould be reduced to
language that is understandable to people who do not have the technical background for t more sophisticated

terms used by many educators. In particuldr, this need applies to local beards of educati n and-the teachers,'
parents. and citizens du In the local districts.

Accountability: LocuS of Control

The concept of accttability and all its applications are predicated on the assumption at individuals or

groups will be able to ma e better educational decisions by drawing from the best information vailable to them.
Glien this premise, it is not unusual that accountability often has been analyzed, defended, a assailed in the,

framework of control theory

One basic issue appears to be slate versus local control of the education offered our youn people. Local

"autonomy and local authority for making decisions play Irwate role in the America' system education.'
Traditionally the state has given its constitutional responsibilf5, for educatiorbto life Coca e ucation gencies, but

with increased state financing and public pressure for accountability, there are those wh believe at stronger

state influence and guidance.is necessary to. ensure that the tax dollar is being used productively. ach'state's

citizens must work out for themselves what the local/statiAalance of control should be, but it an ac' untability
program is being introduced; it is imperative that local edutators, local citizens, and local 'p feSsional
organizations be involved in the design, implementation, and evatuthion of the programs. Wit ut such
involvement, the chances of acceptance at the local level will, be less certain, and the accountability rogram
itself will have less chance of Success. Colorado's accountability program is an example of a strong ffort to
maintain local autonomy and to promote understanding and acteptance, of accountability at the loc t level.

, Although the'Colorado approach will take in/to implement fully, the,local district and state accoun ability
programs will have a Strong foundation uppn which to build4paccOuntabOity as a continuous improv ment---
prbc.ess. If no time constraints are imposed, some states may want to follow the route Colorado has tak n tO

obtain accountable results.

5 9

I"The Observations And Conclusions of the $uperintendentof Public Instruction," Pert ill of the kttalic's Undeeete Wing of & Attitudee,'
Toward Educational AccoUntability (Lansing, Department, of pktcation; 1974) .
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Planning Time

One of the most cociirrion problems with mandated state assessment or accountability programs arrses from
the fact that'. in many instances. the state education . agency is requested to implement the prowm within'a few
months aiier bassagd of the law. Either the time constra 1 is specifica4 stateOrn the 4aw itself {Florida) , or state
budget abororiations are granted that are to he ex.pe c;ed in the fiscal year, which usually means within a few
rnooth of passage (Michigan, Florida's first assessment had' to be conducted in less than a year after the
Accountability Act was passed. The Michigan state agency staff wanted three years to plan a comprehensive
stale assessrnert prograrro, instead, the first assessment was scheduled to be administered only five months
at'e' me funds were approp-nated ;, 1

/
.

A few states do provide lead time to make prep 'rations tor establishing a particular program Maryland is ojle'_
of these states whose 1972 Accountability Act mandated the establishment of an accountability prograrrt,at the
;boa! school level and up to the State.13oard of, Education level Progress reports were not reque i'by law
before January of 1975 for transmission to the Governor and General Assembly Similarly, India pas ed a law
in 1971 to develop a PPBS wrich is to be operational by 1977 Sufficient tirrie is necessary is evelop a program
anti bund adequate support for it, particularly when citizen participation IS stressed 0 erwise ,concessions
hive to he f,--1,-,ide which may ne detrimental to the qualityof the program. Unfortu ely, many state legislators,
citizens, and even- some state board of education members expect and w immediate results This was
partic,itari a true in the late 1960s and ea t,02 1970s when citizen and I-. slative pressures upon education
agencies or d `,C,r100iS for accountable results were at a peak Now tha er issuessuch as collective bar fining
arid school finances have moved tc the forefroJ and, in the light . e realization, gained from expenenc , that

-, accountability and assessment programs need time for plann e, implementation, and evaluation, perhap new
iaw.; or programs will be less demanding from a time trait) .oint of ,view

Problems witht-racted-firms----
k
,A major complaint both in Florida and Michigan Concerns the delivery, on tame, of products from contracted

firms Probably delays are more common with large and-cOrnplicaled programs such as those of Florida and
MiLtoigan4Le to their very scope and size Connectica which conductecra smaller ptogram, did not report any
problems with tneir contracted firms Nor are all-the delays necessarily the fault of the contractor, last minute
changes in the programs by the state education agency can cause. delays for the processors For scirnell the
delays, both Florida and Michigan surmisied that the contracted firm did noyallways assign enough staff at crucial
points of the assessnent program, or the firm's 110/eCt ctireatar_was invaveld -in -everal programs at the same
time and delegated details to another person who was not familiar with the program Florida found that even
withholding payment until delivery did not pe,e,nt the delays To-try to Solve the problem, Florida's latest'
contract states'that the firm will be assessed a substantial amount for each \i/orking day beyond the scheduled
deadline 'or mater ais Rhode Island has followed the same route, as noted in Rs Request for Proposal for the
1975-76 state assessment program. - ,

.

Florida and Michigan also stress the importance of personal contacts with the contracted firm on a periodic
bagils rather than depending upon correspondence and telephone calls The personal contacts are more ,

concluCive, to satisfactory results

Another problem related to contracted firms with which Florida is faced, and which may well be the case for
other states, are sta' laws requiring a state agency to accept the lowest qualified bidder for a contract This has
meant that Florida s contracted with a different firm almost every year of the assessment program Florida
would-prefer t ontract with the same firm for a three-year period to maintain continuity and to save a great deal
of staff ti each year now taken up with,rnstructions to the new firm regarding the program. Such a step would
re« special legisiative authorization inAhe state

munication and Dissemination

Misinterpretation and adverse publicity concerning the results of an assessment or accountability program
probably cannot be avoided entirely, but more 'effective means must be sought to overcome the lack of
understanding of accountability and assessment programs, on the part of educators, legislators, and the public.'
This is a communication problem that apparently is not going to be solved overnight. For instance, aMichigan
survey of theunderstanidng of their six-step accountability model revealed that only four per cent of the general
public surveyed was aware of the model "by title, antronly 58 percent of the teachers in the survey 'knew of the
process, yet Michigan haspublized its program More than most states.° Along with the printed word.Arfichigan
", The Publics Understanding of & Attitudiss Toward Educational Accountability, Part ill. The Observations and Co;iclusions of the

".
Superintendent of Public Instruction (Lansing.4)epartrnent of Education, 1974) , p. 116.
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now is making additional effcirts with face-tp-face nQekuigs, filmstrips, and workshops to explain the program all
. ir

over the state
#

,. , I

In the report, Developing Dissemination -Procedbres for State Educational Accountability Programs.4
prepared by Michigan for the-COoperative Accountability Protect, theproblems and - failures of communication _
and dissemination are documented, and many practical- suggestions are presented for improvement in this
difficult area One criticism expressedin'the report of-Michigan's early approach to the news media stated that,
although routine reports and releases were sent to the state level media, little attempt was made to interpret for

the local media what the results meant. an omission which led to misinformation appearing in the local press. An *0'

interpretation of the results is necessary for technical, professional, and lay audiences.'

Other omissions are pointed out in the Michigan dissemination stady:-Although the State Department of
EduCatio6tociperated with- newsmen who wanted to write feature stories about the assessment, feature stories,

with in -depth explanations of the program were not supplied voluntarily by the Department to the media over t
state Also, the market of other specialized media, ruches union papers, church publications, League of Wo en
Voters materials, alumni magazines. Chamber of Contherce bulletins, news organs- of industrial plants, etc ,
were not contacted acid supplied with releases Video and audio tapes for use on local radio dr television hows

- 'were 'not available Michigan now is attempting to strengthen its dissemination program with the help 'the ad-

hoc committee mentioned earlier that i7vas established for the purpose of coordinating and stiluting
dissemination methods and improvements in communication

The Cooperative Accountability Project report emphasizes the fact that responsibility for a isse nation

program lies with state's department of education It cannot be delegated to thepr-ess. Central co 'nation of
a dissemination prograrwis necessary for a measure of success. Some of This r-e-SP/onsibtlity can eiegated to
the local districts, in the case of Florida, district coordinators contact local media and cite n concerning the

program., - .
i ..##

Use of Results .
. --, .

.

.,.. ,

ToO often an assessment program is er-niarked-upon forpolitical e les, and-not enough,hnitial.thoughtp
given to how the results might be consiructittely used. It isebknowle ed /hat spin-off values have resulted from_

assessment programs' Many more local schools are giving greate t oUght to their curricula and are working
through objectives Assessment programs that test specific skills of pu lls from a student outcome point of view
are having an 'effect,,-upon local school testing,- but a great deaf-'m e can be, one with the results of an
assessment program than generally is the case Co r olive action should be taken, needed oharlgps made,,
educational alternatives offered:. and evaluations/conducted frank Wompr, in another Cooperative Ac;
countabt,hty Project report prepared by him for MinnesOta entitled, Developing A Large Scale Assessment
Program.* has-offered a considerable number of suggestions for the constructive use of assessment results as

.
well as methods lc? communicating them

,

in order to increase the chances, of the results of
the

program being utilized, Wome points out that three
Important steps among'ot4s, ara'necessary before the assessmentprogram is devised 'The gistbf thesesteps..
can be stated as follows, ,

,, . ;
. ,-- ,_ ,

Determine the major audience or audiences for which the program is designed

Focus the assessment fr,Orn the beginning on.specific purposes and list specific objectives or goals of the

assessment progf,Fini that mil relate to,the expressed needs of this audience.

' Make clear to the major audiences",that the, implication of the results of an assessment program is to bring

about positive charge if They aombi-reachiexpectatiqns at any point if the results warrlant the reallocation
of funds,and staff, new.and alternative programs, or thedistritxition of other resources, this action should
take place or, at thP Least' the basit foundations for such 'changes stiourd be pur.into effect. The mere

. oublical!on'of resul!sAdoes not necessarily bring about change.. Someone must be responsible for peeing
akes piacthat Grange-tb. ,, , ;

.

In tegard to the first point, 'is necessary to deterrnme major, specific audientes as the prime target for the

assessment program and to make' 'clear in the assessment reports that the progrIrn is directed to these
'aucttenees"in particular, this is bdcause no one type of an assessment progreftn can ehtirely satisfy all audiences

iandigrpups who see the reports,, Assessmenf results.tn most States generally are distributed to a variety of

* E'rwin P Relttnghaus' and 'Gerald R Miller, A Orssernimation SYstgm for Stale Accountability Programs, Part ill, Dgveloping'

Disstuntnation Procedures for Slate Educationill Accountability Programs (Lansing. Departmeht of Educatioh, June. 197.3)

5rank8 Warner, Deyelopinga Large Scale Assessment Progrartt (Denver. 'Cooperative Accountability Project. 1974) , pp. 81-87.
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,, . .persons legislators, state4ducation gency decision makers, educational organizations of all types, teacherS,

parents, students, and other lay orga izations and groups. It is financially unfeasibleand too time-consuming `tb
devise an assessment that provides bach one of these audiences all the information they may wish to have from
their own points of view As Womer states.

A multi-purpose assessment program that is designed torneet the needs feir educational informatibn Of
persons at all levels of educational decision making runs the risk of notretIly providing the information
that is maximally useful for any one of them 20 ,

., .

A

In`regard to the second point, the purpose of the assessment and its objectivestshould be geared to the'needs
of the mai& audiences selected to receive the:results, and' these needs should be limited'io ,the Most vital
educational needs at the time of the assessment. Womer suggests thatexamples of attertiativere.O. 'designed
in'differ nt ways, be prepared to illusteate what partiQular audiences can expect froM an assessm nt. In this
manna ariaudience can choose which type of report will be the most useful to it, a program can be d ised, and
its co is determined.

In regard to the third point, if commitment to make impr.ovements where necessary is not heeded or carried
out, there is no pojnt in spendin thousands of dollars and substantial staff time irr'gathering data for information
purposes only

' 1
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Coforack References

.State Agency Representatives

Stanley A ;Leftwich, Assistani Crommissionei
. State Department of Education'

: 201 East Colfax Avenue .

Denver,Colorado 80203

,,Kathryn DePew, Consullan't
District Planning and Accountatitlity Services

State Department of Education
201 East Colfax Avenue
Denver,. Colorado 80203

Leonard F5 Landr'y, Dtre;ct.dt -*
District Planning.and ACcountability Services

'State peparlment of Education
201 East Colfax Avenue
Denve; Colorado 80203

.to

Dr Arthur R Project,Directow
Cooperative Accountability Project "

1362 Lincoln Avenue
Denver, qolqi',ado 80203

LEGISLATION
,. .: ;

Titre 22, Article 7, Cploraclu'Revised Statutes, 1973, Educati,bnal Accountability Actot 1971, Denver Colorado'
Ciener;a1Assembly, 1971 .:, .... , . r ': .
'This law is Colorado s' comprehensive accountability act enacted in 1971 which .requested goals and
perrormance objectives at IN-state and loCal district leveia:', and .a means-for evaluating: he achievernents of ,
edugationa 1,prograr4-)s and they- impact upon student learning .

.

,

, / . , .
tt iv , , . .,. . .

Title ,p2, Article 44, Part'2; Colorado F?evrsed Statutes, 1973, FinarrcialPdIrcres and Procedures Act Denver.
,

eoloradoGeneral AStembly_1973 . .
. ,

yY

This 4t repealed the
,

Program' Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluati on Systern law oft,1971. The bill calls for ai

program-onented 6.idget fOrniat 'wt-lidli will relate anticipated-costs and actualcosts to designated programs. It,
is to be implemented by 1976. . . . , .-

;.

:' Rule, Educational Accountability Act of 1971.-DenVer. Department of Education, 1975.

Trie Eduatronal Accountability Act of 1974 mandated that the State 'Board of Education adopt rules and
regulations to carry out the directives in' the Act. This set of revised FluleNas adopted by the State Board in July,
1975, andl it reflects how the Jaw will be implemented,as interfreted by, theStale Board of Edtkation, the State
Accbuntabiltty Advisory Committee, and the Colorado'Depa,rtment Of Education. -

. , .
EDUCATIONAL GOALS '

",d u C a t 1 b t 7 A"b a I s for: ColoradO Oftizeps, Denver: Depaitmeni of EdVcation, February, 1971.

:Thibroahure contains learner outcome .educalionargoalS and /,bread pbjectives '.(sutigoals1 adopted by the
C4Orado State Board of Education iii February, 1971. : .. ' . c

i , ' ,
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Third Annual Report on the Educ anal Accciuntabdity Act of 1971 Denver Department of Educattoh,
February. 1,974;

T is the third report provided by the State Board of Education for the State Legislature regarding
implementation of the Accou-ntablity Act of 1971 H covers the period from July. 1972, through June, 1973.
Resportses from the districts to open-ended questions include means of measurement for.gathenng data: local
district reports. to their mmunities. cost efficiency. educational decisions which would affect ,the quality of

thsifuetional programs, nd difficulties encountered and forms of assistance reported as m t _useful in
overcoming the difficult' Tables show the progress of the local dIstricts in Conducting needs a ents a na
their purposes, update als and their publicatjon; procedures for develotment astudent and st objectlIes
and the percentage of chool drstncts involved in this step: extent of change in program ch tenstics and
degree of assistance eved by the districts from the Department of Eaucatton and other sources.

Background and rnaerrentation Procedures for Educationa! Accountability in Colorado Denver: Department of
Education. August 10. 192

.

This_ paper presents a discussion of the meaning of accountability in the COtorado Accountability Act of 1971
. aro a review o' accountability progress in the state Problems and issues relating to the role ol the State Board of

Education .mplementrng the Act are described. and suggested solutions are provided.

DePew. Kathry: 'Accountability Achievement and Goals." Education Colorado. Vol IX, Ng 8 Den_ver'
DepartmentDepartment of 'Tdi..cation. Apra 2. 1974

*

The Chairr'fian of the State'Accountabilify Advisdry Committee explains how the Accountability Act is being ;
'mplemented, the policies of t State Accountability Advisory Committee. the methods being used to`estabish
accountability programs in t ocal districts. and the accomplishment's and results that have come about -Some
opjectiveS that4w.il be put too Hon in thqfuture also are discussed

DePew Kathryn Art.cle (LIntitlecl) to appear in the Colorado School Board Bulletin Depver Department ot
Education. November. 1974. .

, .
Tne objectives of the State Accountability Advisory Committee for the operation and establishment of local
districtaccountability programs are summarized- A progress report of the accomplishments of the current year
and what is planned for 1974-75 are described

Fek.dth frinnu,57-Perfort on the Educatonat'Accoun:ablItty Act 'of 1971 Denver 'Department of Education.
February. 1975 ,

\

Tne report is an abstract of the infoimatten provided by.t.he local school districts tb the.State Board of Education
on their ctrvities frem July 1, 1973 -through,June 30. 1974. The progress of the local districts and their concerns
are documented, as *veil as recommendations for further Department of Education assistance to the districts In
the,development of their accountability programs.. A

1 f
..

Supplement to .the Abstract n.the Fourth Annual Repoit on the Educational Accountability Law of '1971.
Denver Department of Educati ,, 1975 .

..
. This is the second 'por.tion of theiFourth Annual Report witch contains more tied information on the progress

and concerns of the local sch,tdistriCts in the development of their actoun lity programs Tabulations and
bar graphs are included. .

. , IF N -

ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION?, (.....,
_ .

,
. .

4..
4. . : -

.
.
.

. - . : . l
..eroCedure.kmEvatuatiO,WIthrn the Accountabifity Process. Denver Department of Education, August. 1g74.-,

..-
.. . :.

The Aceouotability Act of. 1971 directs- -that an e4zaOn mechanism be developed , k4 measure_ the ,
-. achievements and ,prforrnancr; rot studelais. The design of the eialuatton procedure was coMpleted by -U.*

Colorado tiejiactrneht, ot Education and thf State Aicountability,;%_bilsory CommifteeAncl was presented for- ' .
state Board-applovalsin M4y,',1974: 'this pap& Oresents the rii,opeatttrtwhich suggests stebSthat thelocat j ,

districts mIght;take.in devitopinga procedure for
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SCHOOL ACCREDITATION
_ " . , _ _ ., . _ _ .

A School Improvement Process. Accreditation by Contract Denve Department of Education, June. 1971.

This publication presents an overview-of the concept of accreditation by contract as proposed by the Color-ado

Department of Education: it explains what is involved in comprehensive educational planning and contract

accreditation and identifies the procedures necessary for the local districts to implement-in order to achieve state

acccditatidn by contract

-Accreditation o4Colorado School Districts Denver. Department of Education, January, 1975.

This but 11catton contains the rules and regulatiolir for the accreditation of school districts by the Colorado
Department of Education, The rules and .reg Pons cover two accreditation programs' (1) standard

accreditation, and (2) accreditation by contract t focuses upon the total schoorsystem, kindergarten through

ihe twelfth grade

FINANCIAL REPORTING MANUALS

Financial Po!ccies angProcedires Handbook Denier Department of Education, January, 1976

This handbook was developedln ,coi-npriance with the Financial Policies and Procedures Act of 1973. It will be

used as the official guide -kr Colorado public school districtS prior to and following the development and
,mplementation,of.a .financial accobfiting sytern. Budgeting and repbrting requirements, are shown in the

handbook. Thelinancial pofticies and pirocedures-will be a subsystem of a total management information system

that incOrporates'budgeting and accountingdata with pupil accbunting, staff accounting, curricUlurn instruction,
ordPerty accoun'ti g. andcornmunity profiles
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LEGISLATION

.
Connecticut References

State Agency Representative

. Dr. -George Kinkade
Director of Assessment

State Qepartment of Education
State Office Building ,

Hartford. Connecticut 06106

% Public Act No 665, 1971-(Tille 10, Conn Ger? Statutes, S 4) Hartford Connecticut State Legislature.

This Act- mandates the state BOard, of Education to develop an evaluation and assessment procedure for
?measuring objectively.tbe adequacy and efficiency of the educational programs triConnecticut public schools.

, "
-.

ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION

Connecticut Relding Assessment 1971-72 Hactfoid: State Board of Education, no date.

`This report sci-mmirtzes the assessment of readin,g perforrrticce of a'sampling of 9-, 13-. and 17,-year-olds in the
Connecticut p'ublic schools in-1972 Comparisons are made with National Assessment of Educational Process in
the nerthefst, by sex, and by size of community:NAEP test instruments were used and adapted to Connecticut
.6t5jectives'Eslui'perfOrmaoce objectives in reading were tested.

Report on the Assessment of Reading Skills of ConnectiCuNublic School qtudents4filladelphia: Ihstitete for the .

Study of Inquiring Systems, no date.

4-iechnic*, detaiiadvport prepafed by_th4 Antraoto; of-the
1972 in tie Connecticut Public schools. It contains infOrination about
instruments-4o measure then', pretesting, sampling procedure used, a
instructions. copies of-mailings to superintendents and principals Involvi

results. The results include the test itemsosed and comparisons ma
y sex. and by size of community

.

t of readingskrlis-performedin ,
he-development of objectives and test
inislration of tests and administrator's

instructions; data ana)ysis rnettibkg
with NAEP and al (northeast)

.

d Reports As Mandated by the,Gener ssempy. Hartfqrd: Department of Education, February,
. -

.... ..
NI. .

A program evaluatiob is presented in response to.ine requirements of the Connecticut-General Sfeitutes. The
requirements of each statute are noted/and the major program evaluations conlain the objectives of the

ram, distribution of funds, need for .the prograrFt, performance indicators, impact of the program, and
roc .. dations..

.

EDUCATIONAL GOALS
i

Citizen Survey Forms. Hartford- Department of Education, 1972:
'.. . _-!----'''

These are copies of citizen amity forms, short and long, for obtaining citizen opinions on mooted. tentative '. s.

goals.
g

. 0 ,
4 , Connecticut Citizens Response to Educational Galls. ,19511.224126dgecl-eehloo. rr Hartford: State Board' of , ; ..

.

r

. ^

. .
ag-

t

EquaatiOn, no date. cRIG ED 078 045.
4

This is a summary' OWL for, public consymPtiorwoi the s
goals of- Connecticut edmaittory carried out; to con)
Assessmentin t972. There-aie xmangoals and 8
analysts of the reiponemare

di made to determine public response to- possible
I 'and sebuttaneously with the ConnectipurReading-

.subgoals, A brief djescliption of the tIrocedure used and aft

aft
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Connecticut Citizens Response to Educational Goals, 1971 -72 Philadelphla. Institute for the Study of Inquiring

Systems -(fStS) , no date ESICED 078 045 .

This is a detailed,report of the study conducted in 1972 to determine:public t esponse.to suggested educational

goals and subgoals. Prepared by ISIS, the report contains the background of the study; development of citizen

re onse instruments: distribution of instraffients and characteristics of respondents; methods of arta,lysis; and

resits in ordgr or,mpo'rtance. The Six principal goals have been accepted by the State board as working goals. .
and are learner outcome goals, ,

Connecticut Citizens COmments on Educational Goals, 19 7 1-72 Philadelphia- Institute for the Study of Inquiring

Systems. no date ERIC ED 081 804. '

Another section of the ISIS goals study for Connecticut trwhich its c tizens were invited to express their opinions
about the educational process of the state This report presents an analysis of their comments

PPB PROGRAM PLANNING & BUDGETING SYSTEM

mg paper for Evaluation Reporting Hartford Department of Education, October. 1973 Out of print

Connecticuthas instituted a, PPBS for budget reporting to the General Assembly and for evaluating all state

department programs Tht six main pupil-oriented goals listed have been accepted as working goals by the
State Board of-Education and as the basis for ttie development of detailed objectives for the units of the
Department PPBS goals havl been adopted that describe n general terms the responsibilities of the
Department and its programs which will contribute to student ache5ernent of the' pupif-Oriented goals

Departmental goals, with accompanying program Objectives,*are presented in one section of the report; another

secttop presents departmental prams with objectives anendtcators

Preliminary Goals.Statement.'Hartford- Department of Education, June, 1974.

This statement presents the als of the State Department-of Education for impr ng education and discusses

Wt-Q needs tube done to a 116-Ifttn.

Missionfo'r 1974 -75 Ha fc5rd. Department of Education. 3u1Y,23. 1974

- c

This qcicument Indic tes the tasks and activities of all Department of Education administrators which will
contributb to the att, inmenfol five Department of.Educatiort-gbais
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,Florida References

State Agency Representatives

Ms. Judy L Haynes
Assessment Coordinator

State Department' of Education
- Tallahassee, 'Florida 32304

LEGISLATION

Title 15, Florida Statutes- Annotated, S 230 23, 1970 Tallahassee* Florida State Legislature, 1970.

This bill authorizes the Commissioner of Education to develop evaluation procedures for .a state assessment
program,and to make a preliminary report to the state Board of Education and_the House and Senate Education
Committees by October 1, 1970

Title 75. Florida Statutes Annotated, S 229 57, 2974 Tallahassee Florida State Legislatike, 1974.

This bill amends the Educational Accountability 'Act of 1971. The amendments indicate 'that testing of all
studerlts in grades 3 through 6 is to take place by 1976. No other subject areas are to be tested until the
assessment of grades 3 through 6 has been completed Statewide results are to be compared to national
indicators of student performance. An interpretation of the results for each school is to be reported in the annual
report of school progress.

EDUCATIONAL GOALS

Goals for EducationAsQQ0da Tallahassee Department of-Education, 1971 ERIC ED 055 048. ,
,

This article presents learner outcome and organizational- goal's :of the Department of Education which were
adopttd by the State Board of Education in April, 1971.

ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION

Plan for Educational Assessment In Florida Final Report. Tallahassee: Department of EduCation, 1971
f.

This plan for educatiofial assessment and accountability in Florida was submitted to the Siete Board of
Education andlhe Legislature in March, 1971, by the commissioner of Education, as mandated by legislation, It
describes 'three phases pf the model: prod.at assessment; cost analysis, and process assessment, NOM .
referenCed arid criterion: referenced tests are defined. The assessment plarC, which is part Oa lacgerplan- for
evaluation -dr the edutatibnal system, is summarized, and procedures are; described for developing goals,
performance objectives, and pbjectiveeferenced tests The report contains a full explanation of multiple. mathx
sampling to be ,used in the assessment of reading in 1971. It includes test administration procedu?es, how results
will be repprled, andihe audience to whom the results will be directed '

,

?mot Report on Statewide Asses,srpent. Talfahastee; Department of Education, January, 1.72.

- This is a narrattve summary of the background and various activities of the Florida 'Statewide -Assessment
Program. Information is given oprejesting of assessment .procedures, test developrhent; analysts of reading
instruments, dissemination of triformation about the assessment; and management .and planning atects.
,Several, attachments are included, among which are a disccssion of how results will be reported and a list of
;1F1 -72 high priority objectives for reading in Florida for students ages 7 and 9, , : ..\- .

.
.

.
. Florida Sraftewide AssessmentProgram:' Capsule Report, 1971 -72. Tallahassee: Department of Education.' r

_b! i This is a ,sanrriary tepO:rt of the 1971-72 key ASults and r ebommetsdalionspf ttle-Jourth grade student
, .

, performance on the assessment of reading; r
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Florida Statewide Assessment Program Technical Report, Section 1, Introduction, `Procedures, and Program-
Recommendations, 1911,7A Tallahassee: Department of Educatttn.- -

The report of the Florida Statewide Assessment Program performed in th1971-72 school year for fourth grade
reading is published in four sections. This is the first section which gives the background information of the
program, the design of the program. and the responsibilities of those involved in the assessment activities. One
chapter presents the procedures used in the assessment, specifying the selection of statewide objectives,

testing population, selection of a random sample, test development, test contents, test validation, test format,.
administration of tests, test scoring, and recommendations on the program operation for improvement of the
proceduresfor future assessments.

Florida Statewide ASsessment Program Technical Report, Section 2 Statistical Information, 1971-72.
Tallahassee. Department of Education.

The second section of the Florida Statewide Assessment Program is a technical report which describes the item-
sampling and student sampling procedures used (multiple matrix sampling) ; problems with scoring and how
they were resolved; how results were reported and the types of tables used; an explanation of standard error; .

. and how district scores should be compared with state scores. Appeadixes contain lists of reading objectives for
age ,7 (grade 2) and for age 9 (grade 4) ; statistical forrriulas used for standard error and for weighted Strict

Percentage of achievement;and tablesshow-ing 68% confidence intervals for each objective for the districts an

the spite); ,

Florida Statewide Assessment Program Technical Report, Section 3, Statewide Results and Recommenda--
lions, 1971-72 Tallahassee: Department of Education.

The third section of the Florida Statewide ASsessrhent Program explains the classification of the objectives in
order to present the results in a meaningful way, defines each classificatio6; and includes a samples item with'
each classification The results are presented for grade 2 arid grade 4, along with interpretationsprepared by the

state reading consultant.

FloridaF Statewide -Assessment Program Techri(cai Report, Saction 4; Drialrici intooterations,-Chartotte
County, 1971-72. 7allahassee:Department of Education.

Dittricinterpretations were prepared for each school district in Florida of the results of the Florida Statewide
Assessment Program. This fourth section is an example of a district report for Charlotte Couoty which helps the
district analyze the performance of their second and fourth grade students. Tables of results, interpretations, and
recommendations for improvement of student achievement areprovided.

b

Florida Statewide Assessmeqt.Program, 197-73 CapsuleReport. Tallahassee:.DePartmesit
.4;

of Education, 1914

.
A

This report summarizes key results and,recornmendatioos of the' state's performance in the 1972-73
Statewide Assessment Program for- grades .3,- 6, and 9 in Jeading, pram, and mathematics Objedtive-
referenced,instruments were used. A verbal summer/is giyen of the results in this report. The basic reporting--

format utilized is:the percentage of students in the sfate and-each district who achieved each objective. These
percentages are given in separate sections of the Technical Report, annotated below.

.

Florida Statewide; Assessment" Pmgram, 1972-73 ,Technical Report, Section 1, Assessment Procedureg
Tallahassee: Department of Education, 1974.

This report contains the prOiedures used in Florida's Statewide assessment Program conducted in 1972-73 for -
grades :3, 6; and .9 in reading, writing,' and .mathematics. These include choice of design; contracting;

. development, selecti6n, and evaluation of objectives; test development, contents, format, and test adrninstra-
-dat ,

. hon;-validity and 'reliability of the tests; testing population; and sampling. .
P

0 . "" t
. . .,. 0. ,

Florida StatptivderAssessrnetil program, 1972-71irechnical Report; Sed.tioii 2, Priority Skills andStaiewide^:
Pewits; Volume B Grade 6...Tellahasseie: Departhient of Edueiation, 1974.`

e I ' -

0 . . ' i . .

A ' q ..
II

The results,of objective-referenced testing dfi approximately 19,500,studenIts in grade'6 in Marcia, 1973, are
reported in terms of ther percentage Of students in each tfistrict in the state Who achieved each objective. priofitV
otljectives. for gribe. 6 (age 11) for reading,, writing, and mathematics' ate prtovided in-.the A;pendfx. An 'i

--,inieforetalerf-resultaisinefu4ed,

I _

79,4

89



Florida Statewide Assessrrient Program, 1972-73 Technical Report, Section 2, Priority Skills' and Statewide
Results, VolumeC Grade 9 Tallahassee Department of Education,_1974

The result's of objective-referenced testing of approximately 14,500 students in grade 9 in February, 1973..are
reported in terms of the perCentage of students in each district and in the State who achieved each objective.
Priority objectives for grade 9 (age.14) for reading, writing, and mathematics are provided inthe Appendix. An
interpretation of results is included.

FldWde Statewide Assessment Program, 1973-74 Technical Report, Section 2, Priority Skills, Volume A: Grade
3, Reading, Writing, and Mathematics. Tallahassee: Department of Education, 1975.

This report presents information -about the kinds' of skills assessed and the typed of test items"used for th-e
objective-referenced testing of grade 3 In February, 1974 A short background of the assessment program and
the procedures used in the" 1973 -74 are provided Priority objectives for reading, -Writing, and
mathematics for grade 3 appear in the Appendix

Florida Statewide Assessment Program, 1973-74 Technical Report, Section 2, Priority Skills, Volume B: Glade
6. Reading, Writing, Mathematics, and Science. Tallahassee Department of Education, 1975. .

This report presents information about the-kinds of skills?assessed and the types of test -items used for the
objective-referenced.testing of grade 6 in February, 1974. A short background of the assessment prograrh and
the procedures u'sed in the 1973-74 assessment are included. Priority objectives for reading, writing,
mathematics, and science for ,grade6 appear in the Appendix . ,

Florida Statewide Assessment Program, 1973-74 Technical Report, Section 2, Priority gkills, Vblume C: Grade
9. Reading, Writing, Mathematics, and.Science. Tallahassee. Department of Education, 1975.

, .

This report presefitt irr proration ab'out the kinds of skills assessed and the, types of test items used fqr the
objective-referenced testing of grade 9 in February, 1974. A short background of the assessment program and
OW procedures Psed in the 1973-74 assessment are given. Priority objectiVes in reading, writing, mathematics,
ansiocience for grade 9 are included in the Appendix.1 k

Florida Statewide-Assessment 'Program, 1973-74 Technical Report,' Seclion 3, Statewide Results, Volume A:
Grade 3, Reading, Writing, and Mathematics: Tallahass ee:,Department of EdOcation, 1975.

Thtsreport analyzes the performance for the state as a whole in each subject area and interprets the results of
The February, /1.974, assesynent of grade 3., A short background of, the assessment`program and 19,73-74
pr.dcedures are included.,Sothe compansdns are made with 1972-73 achievement results. Priority objeltives in
reading, vyriting, and mathematics for grade 3 are proiided in the Appendix.

F6rida Statewide Assessment Program, 1973:74. Technical Report, Section .3: Statewide Results, Volume B!
Grade 6, Raidilig,-Wnling, Mathematics, and Science. Tallahassee: Department of Education, 19/S.

This report analyzes the performance for the state as a whole in each subjebt area and interprets the results of
the FetSruary, 1974, assessment of grade 6. A short background of theassessment prograrrt and the 1973-74
prOcedures are included. Some compansons,witth 1972-73 results are provided. Priority'objectives in reading,-
writing, mathematics, and Science are given in tfle Appendix.-

Florida Statewide Assessment PrOgram, 1,973-7.4 Technical Report, Section 3, Statewide. Results, Volume-C
Grade 9,'Reading, Writing, Mathematics, and Science. Tallahassee: Department.of Education, 1975. ,

'This.report analyzes the performanbe for the state as 'a whole in each subject area and interprets the results of
the Febrbary, 1974, assessment of 'grade, 9. Some comp&isons with 1972-73 results are prorded A. short
background of the assessment program and the 1973-74 procedures are included. Priority objectives in reading,
writing, mathematics < 1 , \

0
, and scie9ce are given in Appendix.. . 4' 1

. 1 ,, . t ..
orida Statewide Assessment Program, Cipide to District, and School 'Assessment Results 7 (.1-74.

T Hahassee: Department bf Education, 1075. ,
.

ftf report,,describespe information provided* in the tables of tesillts for each district and school iil the, atel `
v:,

. gra 1, 6, and49, Well partrcipated in the statewide assessment program iftreading, writing, , ..

1.
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and science during 1973-74 An overview of the 1973-74 assessment program arid a brief summaryPf techniCal
information needed to understana the tables of results are irrcluded. Approximately 4112,000 students were

'selected for testing - 4,
Haynes, Judy L. and Crane Walker, Operating An Objective- Reference Testing Prograrii. Florida's Approach to
Large-Scale Assessment, Tallahassee' Departn;)ent of Edubation, 1975.

This informative report is a pulplicatton prepared for the Cooperative Accountability Project by Florida, one of the
member states &the Project. The focus is on objective-referenced testing, and the paperdescribes some of the.
developmental,procedures Florida has implerkiented in the last three yearsinclud_ebl are subjects that take up
procedures for establishing goals and objectives, contractirfg-,,training of persons involved in administering the
assessment, and procedures for administration and scoring. An appendix containing technical specificationsfor

objectives, test items, assessment exercises, test construction constraints, and field test specifications is

included. Several helpful suggestions on the development of assessment programs are pointeout.

Kelly, Jack "Assessment Moves to CensusTesting." Reprinted from Florida Schools, October, 1974.

This article discusses the change from sample tesiipg to census testing in the Florida -Statewide Assessment
Program; as mandated by the 1974 State Legislature in the amended Accountability Act of -1971 The
implications of census testing in terms of reporting the results is discussed, and a replication of the 'NAEP in
fading and mathematics, which Florida is running for 9-, 13-z and 17-year-olds is described The amended Adt
also requires a comparison of state performance with national performance, and the NAEP replication complies

With this request.

ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEMS; MODELS

Articles on Educational Accountability In Universal .English. Revised ed Tallahassee: Departnient of Education,

February, 1973

i
This booklet, writ in lay terrnt, highlight's the several -approaches Florida is taking to carry out its
accountability plan 1 includes 'activities of the >Department of Education and the local diStricts; with major
adMinistrative resp n lbitity-at thestate level, -and actIvitieS's'apporting'accountabtfity carried -out try the local,
school_districjs, Other articles are concerned with techniques to further accountability that presently are being
developed' by ttie Florida Educational Research and Development Program, administered by the Department.df

Education 3.

STATE BOARD, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION POLICIES

The Role of State Government in Education. Tallaahassee: Department of Education. (Policy paper approved by

'Administrative Counpil on May 8, 1972 )
rt

This 'paper *cites Constitutional and.statutory p o or public education; inherent expectations and
ohitraints, and lists nine state responsibilittes of e role in education. This is the first in a trilogy of
Department of Education policy papers.

.
Education R, enewal:. The FlonctaeStrategy. Tallahassee: Department of Education, Maya, 1972.

The second policy paper of the Department of Educatidn is concerned with the Florida strategy of edUcational

. renewal, which includes all activities directed toward identifying, developing and InStatling new procedures or
practices' n educational institutions. The strategy is based on three baSic elements of identifying clear goalsabd

objectives, assessment and analysis. aid identificata of additional' wayS to achieve the objectives, or. ,

alternative educatiional practices. Each ,of the three dements is;disou` ssed in detail. . ' _-, .

4

-ides
t e st

Guidelines fOr Ifiternal Planning,andEvaluation in the Florida Department of Education. Talfahassee: Departitprit

of Education May 8 ,.

The third policy paper of the trilogy,isstied by the Department of Education discusses: DepartmerOniernA ,

planning and evaluation- processes and criteria, to Consider as basrc guidelines in -planning and evaluating

programs. . .

t

91
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COST EFFECTIVENESS; COST ANALYSIS %

4 .

Cos! Analysiq Managerne'n't Information Systerh (CAMIS) Copyright 1972. Tallahassee; Department of
Education

Explains a new acounting.system for Florida's public School districts called the Cost Analysis Management
Information System (CAMIS) . Explains the need and development of CAWS and illS dimensions and provides
guidance in the implementation of CAWS. . . ,-.

..
z

A' Manual . Financial and Program Cost Accounting and Reporting for-Florida Schools. Reprint il, Tallahassee-
,E5epartm'ent of Education. March, 1975. . . . . .

."
This manual is a revision of the Cost Analysis Management Information System (CAMIS) manual issued W.
Florida school districts gi 1972:. The revisions followed a number of developments regarding the use of the 1972,
manual which necessitated modifications to the system and a plan for uniform minimum implementation in all
districts by 1975-76 . r\

PERrORMANCE OBJECTIVES, DEVELOPMENT OF

Healy, John and others Classifying Performance Objectives. Tallahassee: Department of EducatiOn' .

This report 4ernonstrates'how to construct and classify perforrna,nceobiectives, will examples The five primary
categorizations' are motor skills. Yerl5et information, intelidctuSI skills;:cognitive strategies, and attitudes

SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Sampling Procedure Preliminary Test of Reading Related Skills, 1971-72 Tallahassee: Department of
Educatidn, no date

,
This is an explanation of the sampling procedures to follow in selectingstudents fp take a prelirrkafy test of

.// selected reading skills, 197 1 -72. ThisexplanatiOn is-directed fo the school plinCipat, khoot cOorlinaler. es other
designated,personnel who are to choose the sample one week prior to assessment.

(, .
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Michigan References-

Stite Agency Representatives

4

l.p&ISLI44rION

'Mr. Robert J. Huyser, Supervisor
° Research, Ektaluation, and Assessment Services

State Depar/ment of Education
. ox'420
Lhnsing, Michigeol tf 8902

Dr. Th H Fisher, Coordinator of Disseminatidn
ResearCh, Evaluation, and Assessment Serv,ices

State Decartrnent of Education
Box 420'

Lansing, Michigan 48902

Public Act No. 307, 1'969 (8: 14 of fiscal bill) Lansing. Michigan State Legislattre, August 2, 1989:

Initiated by the State Department of EducatiOn, this Act authorizes ttw Department of Education-to develop
state assessment program that objectively measures pupil learning outcomes ;t1 basic skills.

Public Act No 38, 1970: (Vol`. 18, Mich. d. L.A., S 388.. 1081-1086) .Lansing. Michigan Statelzegi,ture, 1970.

This Act is a more comprehensive law mandating the state assessment program, with several accountability

approaches
,

. n

.

EDUCATIONAL...GOALS . /
, .- .

7-1.4 Common Goadof Michidan Education Lansing: Department of Education; September, 1971, ' , _

0 ,

-':,Thi, ;,
artiele.provictesinforma;ion on the development of eduCational goals fOr Michigan and presents the learner

- o 1.1 tc O RI e,,9c) a I s as adopted by the Seale Board in 1971. Also included are foui' suggested prbgrams leading to the

attainf'nent of the goals:_ quality teaching, accountability, assessment sand evakiet4ort,- and 'research and

developMent" . * ,
1, . C

.4:I.
'. I

ACCOUNTABILITY SYS)-EktS;.M9D 4S . ; *: ,

° _ f, f /. :
,

. - ,
Pdsitiorr:Statement 6n Edu9avolial Accountability. tansing:,Department of Education, 1972.

, ,

IN statement preserits therote cif the Stater Boald of Edudation ar Department of Education In. implementing

accountability model fo? MiChigares eclaationat entetnse. _____
2.,

I.
. .

....-----

4-along Michigan's.Educatuka+-7%fse. Brochure. Lansing: Department of Education.. \
* . .., is

,

. .-

This brochure explains the six steps that makeup IV,tichigan's accountability model., ' * t

Porter. John W., Accountability in Education. Ara Address. Lansing:tDepariltierIt of Education. March, j971.
.

'` This is, as addressrby Dr. JohnsPorter, ,fitichigan'§'State SupOnntendent Of Public' Instruction, regarding his

',---- understanding and >beliefs.,abolit accountability anc..),..,§Atge of the problemslnyfilved lei esta6116pinan.
, ii

accountability system. , ,_ ,

--I'
.' .
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This report. of. tile. 19t900"Michigair ,;ssesstinerit ficisranti 'presents data which indicate the ways which
-- 1

-,, ettuostional. performance and certain factors (vartablOrtelitedto performance ateidistribUted in the state. The
:., first section summarizes the fin-06gs presented irAhe repari..-fhe geCond statesfprecaOtions, to- be :talon in the ; ...

"interpretation -of theidtarThe third prestrildefinitiotp.bf the. assessment Aealurts used in the reliort. 'The
,..fOurth sectiOn''expteir,is how. the education: distribution 'tdbles were_ prepared, 5 rid the fifth --bon sins the

... educational riiit ribtitionita tales and brietsuirrmarieS of ,t he findings in -each table. ''.=-':. __ .
, ":, i -. - , --,,. ... . ..ir : . . Al

., N ,, ' . .. , ,
LOcal. Distkt f?eport:Explanatpry eriele:- Agsktement Fief:Zit No. 6. Ian ,sing:-Depaitmei of education, .. .,..,.:
1976, Et:WM.045 7$3., ' ---

s ...' -- .- . i - ,.* -2 ,"
,. .-, . .. ,. I .

. .. The purpote of thot re!, to provide lischoottlistrief officiate snit citizens informatioh-regardinktheir .- ...
town tdioat,:distritt and its edfic5b1Ohje rdlethel-869-70-essessmeht Rrograin. Theliiit sectiOn.presentk the

.V,reception'tio be taken in the ipterOratatiohAdd utilizationdt the data. The secOn0 tectionlapleir*thei3Onlatof ,.
-..ile-H.:- ---- .- 4--:- -'-----'-924---:(L":--:--- .

...

-r- e I -- .e, ' ss'''' Sk 84 ,
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ASE.41AEiT ANC EVALUAT1p'N

: .

2.- The Assessment= oY ,EdutattOnal Progress'Tess in itliphigan:: Mexnarandtim4, Lansing iDeparttent ot'Educatibri,
January 261'1969 . r , i ., ; : , ,e',,' .

.

, .,
,

-. ..

':
. . ; :

, P , ,
This Temp to the Michigan State Bord,of Edudation regards plansloran assesernentbf e cational progress ,,,,-

for the state. (t givel' the ,backgrOuhd of assessment in 'Other eta/6.S and irf tht,i-S.:;,a p ible rationale and
procedures for :periddie assessment, in :Michigan; -a, disCuSstpri of .oPposition AO' the assessment; and
reconimeindattong for the Michigan.State Bbid of,EclucatiOrt: : , r

.1 ,
.

.. . . , ., ..... .
. .

,'
. , :

Furposiitnd Procedigres Of tFIPMiniganAssessmentofEducat6a:Assessment Report Number One. Lansing:
:. Depaitthentf Education, AugUst, 1969. ERIC,ED 046984, ': . e , /:

,

; ., 1, '. .%
,

This rePort outfit-let for. goal schociiCiistrict personnel and other interested readers the first of the assessment
-activitig that took'plaCeduring :the 19,69-70 school year: Theieport ergs the purpOies of the assessment; gives
some inibrmationon!the'fissess:rnent of basic skills the first year; and presents a study of variables descriptive of
pupil b.0kgrounds Scf)oell and:SO.0bl system resource levels whith Michigan terms "correlates."

Activities and Arrantremen,t tor the 1p69-,12 Michigan Aseesiment of tduoatidA: AssessmentRepert Number
Two LariSing: DepatIffrief:t a Education, December, 19'69: ERiC ED 046985. .. ' .

,

.

. : .. I - .1 .....HI .1 .1 1 . : r '....'
Report Number Two :pi,orcidesia surnrnafy 4f theprogress in the aSsattent program fof 1969-70 and details .;
some of the actbal, Meofiarike!of the program!: These details include the selectiOn bl. Woe! district coordinators;
the appointment of ifictirii6a!adVisory grOUp; naming a specificatione.pc'ornmittee;to review 10 specifications; '

organging a citiZeias"'comrriltjee dt;Igoals;;Ahectrninistration_of the test b aftery;:sulDiect area and gradesbeing '
,

assessed; data analysis; arti.reporting ther$Sults;. .." ,
. . , ,, .. I

. . ,

-

,

, ..

Technical Reporit'Of,Selebte444.sPecta of the 1969770 Michigan uOa °nal Assessment.Prograrn. Lansing: ., ..a.cil h
Department of Ectuaation,AUgust; 1971. Oleos* by EIS, Rrincetbr41.J.iER10Eb0642S6. ',

1 , ,- ., . . , , . _..,; :- :! .;
.;4k The report _describes intietail the ,cievefoPtrient:pf the- 1969.78 aistesrnfant :iiiStrignents usedin asseesing,the

cir

'V- 'levels and distribution of OuCatroriaf perfOrmari9e for the state's dzincts,'scribolei-and pupile.lf gontains alarief',
description of the 1969-7.0 assessr*t.prograM, its clurposes ana'prOcedureS; details of the 'construction of the
achievement battery an'd:the pupil bacyground.guestionnarre; thedeveloOrneilt of thes4aled scores arising from
the statistiCaltreatment 9"f respOnses Id the'iterne tri:the battery; act;ChardcteiitticSol trie batter:), cbmpOrients

; .: . : '; ,! ., .

Levels of Educational: Rerfbtmsnce and RetatedF,actors in Michigan: ASseSsment Report Number 4. Lansing: :
Department of Education, 1970. ERIC& 046 967', !, .r , : l':., ' ::--.%,,, .' : - .

,

The three sections in this .repott present 'the- highligipS !of --4e results of :the,: 1969-70 assessment; explain
precautions to trestaken'in the.interKetation of the data; describe the assessnien, Measures used; apd present
eduCation profiles kg Aghigah'e regions and Commt.initAypps on for each' of the state's:four 'geographic ,; e
regions,end for the fourth and seventh iades .- ; . ' - ,

; /'
.bistribution of Educational Performace; and Aelateci Facts in Michigan: 'Assessment Report Numbe 5."

Larisng: DePartmenf, Of Education, 1970. EPIC ED 0'46 9a8. .

.4 ,
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the data presented in the locedistrict's computer printout. The third section defines the assessment measures;

and the fourth describes the norm.tables'thal are provided in the booklet.'

Local District Report. Supplementary Explanatory Material. Addendum to Educational Assessmt.nt Report No.

6. Lansing. Department of Education, February, 1971,

This report provides local school officials with additional interpretative a essment information from the '1969-70

program written in nontechnical language. The first seation-ptovides defin hens of-certain statistical terms used in

the assessment *effort. The second-section outlines the construction and meaning of the 1969-70 assessment

scores. The ird section discusses the construction and. use of pupil norm tables which are provided in the

booklet. Ari pendix lists the socioeconomic and attitude questions used in the assessment.

Distributi of Ed6cational Performance and Related Factors in Michigan: A Supplement: Assessment Report

No 8. Lansing. Department of Education, 1971. ERIC ED 059 254.

This report presents supplementary data that indicates ways in w3hich educational performance and certain
---faorofi7VgiabTeg related to performance are distributed in the state as determined by the results of the 1969-'

70 assessment prograrfi. Limits of the data andcautions to be exercised in their interpretation are presented; the

measures used in the assessment program are described: and the construction and interpretation of the
educational distribution tables are explained. Brief written summaries of the findings' of the major tables are

included

Levels o(Educational Performance and Related Factors'in Michigan: A Supplement, Assessment Report No. 9.

Lansing: Department of Education, December, 1970.

Supplementary material is 'presented in thiS re ort regarding data, which shows the level of educational
performance and' the levels of certain factors (v fiables) related to performance within Michigan's geographic
regions an community types reported in an ea ier document. It utilizes and desbn bes all the performance levels

of all the otorsgathered in the assessment: Nit

,

T t contains educatpn profiles ,f91 geographic regions and community_ types of, three varieties: (1)

es constructed from district-level assessment results; (2) profiles constructed frOm'SdhOol-level assess%

ent results; and (3) p'rofiles constructed from pupil responses to the 1969-70 assessment battery.

Examination of the profiles will /enable the reader to understand the levels 'of educational performance, as

measured by basic skills achieiterneot, and certain factors or variables presumed to be' related to performance in

the state's geographic regions and Community types.
,

t
,

4

Objectives and Pr.pcedures of the Michigan EilaisationalAssessment Program,-197Q-71: Assessinent Report No.

7 Lansing: Department of Education; 1970. ERIC ED 049299.
N

Report.No.7 presents the 19Z0-71 objectives and procedOres for the second year of the Michigan Educational

,Assessment Program. , 't
. . , , I , 1 , . 1

, r

19/0-71 Iii dividual Pupil Repbrt: Explanatory Materials. Lansing: Department OfEducation,. April, 1971. ERIC

05'3 ?17, :.

The first geport .of the results,trornthe 1970-71 assessment of grades 4 and 7 is 'Mended to provide school,

districts. with basic information regarding students that will help them, their parents, and educators tdo assess

'their:progress. The first 'section describes the content of each test (vocabulary, reading meChanics of written

'English, and mathematics) . Caufons to 15e used in interpreting thedata are expressed; and an explanation of

how to interpret the materials accompanying the booklet isgIrpvicled, as well as explanations for pupils' scores. A

final, section defines-statistical terms used in'the program and provides technical information regarding the

assessment battery. ,
;- ,

Local District and School Report: Explanatory Materials: Th(Third Report of the 1970 -71 Michigan Educational

Assessment Program. Lansing: Department of Education, Jude. 1,971. ERIC ED 059.255.

The purpose of this report of the 1970-71 assesSment,is to provide ldcat school district officials with iriformatiOn

resources and the design of educational prOgramS. Aso provides a eral,ihdication of the ..lreas within the
regardingrtheir own school dist'ric't and its schools to assist then in iinilocal-decisions- in the allocation of

Ideal school district which may need clOser study.'ThefirskseCtiorrdeseribesPreCautidhg to consider in using and
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interpreting the data and defines statistical terms used. The next section outlines the assessment measqres and
introduces the computerprint-outs containing the local district dnd school data. The third section describes the
nqrsh tables Provided with the report, ' , ,

Local District *Results,' Michigan Educational Assessment Program: The Report of the 1970-71' Series.-
, .

Lansing: Department of Education, December, 197 1 ERIC ED 064 288.
.

The purpose of this report te to Provide the cubit with information regarding the average scores on the 1970 -71
educational assessment measures of all 'public schdol districtsgin the state. It provides a general indication of
areas within,the local school district which may need closer, study. Each of the districemeasures is presented in
two ways: first, a figure is shown that represents the district's Score on each measure; second, a percentile rank .
is shown for each measure that indicateS how each district fared in relation to the other districts on each of the
rneasurek Decile distributions are included to show what percentage of the district's fourth and seventh grade

, pupils-earneqcomposite achievement scores,in each decile of a statewide tabulation of pupil scor'es. They show
what percentage of each district's pupils fell into each of ten general achievement levels.

Levels of Educational Performance and Related Factors: The Fifth Report of the 1970 -71 Michigan Educational
Assessment Program. Lansing. Department of Education, June, 1972. 4.

This report 'contains eduCation profiles for Michigan's school districts, schools, and pupils. for the 1970 -71
educational assessment. It is designed to answer the question of what is the level of basic skillachievement and
of other educational assessment measures in Michigan and in Michigan's community types. Examined are the
levels of basic skills performance at grades 4 and 7 in communicatiOns skills and mathematics pnd the levels of
certain factors (variables) presumed to be related to performance, such as expenditures per pupil average,
experience of teachers, etc. Community types are metropolitan core city, city, urban fringe, town, and rural, with
the state being the basic frame of reference, Profiles are constructed from district-level mean scores on the
a*ssment measures, school-level mean score's, and individual pupliscores. 4

Distribution of Educational Performance and Related Factors: The Sixth Report of thp 1970 -71 Michigan
Educational Assessment Program Lansing: Department.of Education, June, 1972. ,

This report doritains a Series Of educational distribution pro files. for the state as a whole; prepared from the 1970-
71 assessment results, in order to determine whether certain student and school measures such as school
financial resources, staffing resources, etc.) beer a relationship to pupils' levels of basic skills achievement in the
state's schools. It determines the relatibnshipof students' background characteristics to their achievement level,
to the levels at which theirschools are supported, and to teacher characteristics.

Educational ASsesstnentand'District Enrollment in Michigan: The'S'eventh epOrt of the 1970-71 Michigan ,
Educational Assessment Program. Lansing. Department of Education, June, 1972. .

- ..- , ,- ,The report contains education-tableslorgroupsof Midhigan school districts, divided On-the basis of district size,
. designed to answer the question of whether school districts .withdifferent enrollment sizes score differently,.as a

group, on- the MrChigan assessment yanables. Forthe 1970-71 ,assessment -Size, as a ,basis for classifyipg
districts, took the place of the geographic regions used in the 1969770 assessment.

.. , . .',.-. . .

.-TectInical Report:. The Ninth Report Of-the 1970 -71 Michigan Educational Assessment Program. Liansing:
,Department of Education, June, 1972. ,. ^.

. I

The primarrfuriction of this report is to present the fechnica formation - needed to evaluate the instruments Ethd
techniques used to measure and report the statusot itu nt achievement and attifude'in the 1970571
assessrnent`Program. the first section briefly describes the 197 71 assessment prtigram. The second section

.. deschbes the assessment battery and bantams two subsections hat deal with its neincognitive and cognitiveN.

'parts. Each subSection explains the instrdments involved, t derivation of reported scores, and the
.;- psychometrIC properties of the measures. . ,

. ',
,...

j . P, - l :
Objectives and Procedures: The Fait Report of the' C.97-f-.72 ichigan Erjucarional Assessment Program,

..

.
Lansing: Department of education, Octotzter, 1910 ED 050 a . _

,,,.. ,

-

The purposeof this report is toproVide local school district officials with information abOut Pb 1971-72tfichigan
Educatior4 ASsessment Program, Its, objectives, and the procedures that will bd followed. Presents the *,x basic.

'elements of an analysis process adopted-by the State Board est heaccountabillty model for Michigan.
L-,et.

a
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Kearney, C. Philip. The Michigan Educational Assessment Program Larising:,Pepaitmeint, of Education,
November 1, 1971

1

/ ..
,

'
.-

This is an address given by Dr Kearney, rTssociate Superintendent of Public Instruction, before the U S Senate
Select Committee_ on Ectual Educational Opportunity, in which he described the Michigan Educational
Assessment Program from the time it was first conceived and implemented in 1969-70, through the operation of
the dfogra,m in 1970-71, and the objectives and procedures of the 1971-72 year of the program.

t's.
G

Individual Pupil Report. Explanatory Materials. The Second Report of the 1971 -72' Michigan'Educationel
Assessment Program Lansing Department of Education, April, 1972.

The purpose of this report is to provide local school officials with informationregarding the performance.on basic -

achievement of each student who took the 1971-72 assessment battery. as well as with information that wfll
,.. assist the officials in understanding and interpreting their students' scores. The content of each test is described,

cautions to be used in interpretation are, provided, how to interpret the materials is explained, and statistical
terms used in the program are defined.

Local District and School Report Explanatory Materials 'The Third Report of the 197 1-72 Michigan Educational
Assessment Program Lansing. Department of Education, May, 1972 ERIC ED 059 255.

This report provides local school district officials with the 1971-72 assessment results of their own school district
and its schools for the purpose of-assisting therh in rnWong local decisions about the allocation of resources and
the design of educational programs. The report4tes a general indication of the areas within the local district that
may need closer study It contains precautions to be Used ui interpreting the data, lists the assessment measures
and introduces the computer print-out$8containing local district and school data: describes jhe norm tables in the
report. and explains how to construct and interpret district-level and school-level education profiles.

Local District Results' The Fourth Report of the 1971 -72 Michigan EddcationalAsse.ssment Progra'rn. LanSing.
pepartment of Edpcation, September. 1,972.

This report provides the public with information regarding the average scores on the 'educational assessment
measures of all public school districts tri Michigan involved-in the 1971-72 assessment program. Areas Within the ,
local district-which may need closer study are indicated

Technical Report- The Fifth Rep'ort of the 1971 -72 Michigan Educational Assessment Program Lanstng
Department of Education. November, 1972.

,
This report provides technical infoirnation need!d to evaluate the instruments and techniques used in the 197 1-

. 72 assessment program. The report describes how the basic ,skills instruments were developed -(word
relationships, reading, mechanics of written English. and mathematics) and how they were reported, as well as
the composite estimate of socioeconomic status. ..

The Equating Report: Year-To-Year Analysis of the Cogrotiye Tests of the Michigan Educational Assessfnent
Program, 1970-72 Lansing' Department of EdUc,ation,.March,1973:

The purpose of this'report is to provide information and data With which state andlocal educ ators can analyze
. the achievement data (Sine assessment program on alear-to:year basis and on a state, localdistrict, or schbol

basis. A discumion of the need for equating test sCores`and St the general procedures by which equating is done
is presented in the first section. The second section discusses in detail' the equatirig of the assessment
achieverivot tests from 1970 through 1972. The final section presents the cautionSrand limitations inherent in the
equating processes.

*

ObjecttveS and Procedures: The First Report of the 1972-73 Michigan EduCational, Assessment Program.
Lansing: Department of Education, Octizjiber, 1972..

This report restates the objectives of the Michigin Educational Assessment Program for t e 1972-73 school
year; projects the futurelong*range plans for the information and planning o f f os#1 district and state OtfiCials;
and indicates in sane detail the specific prpcedures to be followed in the 1972-7,3 Ogram.'

.
87 ,

97
r .41



Inditi;dual Pupil Report Explanatory Material The Second Report'. of the 1972-73 Michigan Educational
Assessment Program Lansing. Departmeht of Edu arch, 1973.

_ . _

This report provides local schooLofficals With-information regarding the performance onbasic skills achievement
of-each student who took the 19.72-73 Michigan Educational Assessment battery and give's information that will
assist the officials in understanding and .interpreting their students' scores The first section describes the
content of each test (word relatioriships,rading,, mechanics of written English, and mathematics) . Theecorid
section presents cautions to be used in the interpretation of individual pupil scores from the program The third
section describes the materials that accompany the report and explainspupil scores that they contain. The final.`
section defines statistical terms used m the prograrris and provides teChnical information about he assessment
battery . ,

(--Th\a
C

`,

Local District & School Report Exp)anarory Materials. The Third Pieport'of the 1972-73 MiChigan Educational
Assessment Program; Lansrg Dep rtment of Education, March, 1973 .

. - .
Tne report provides local distric officials with information to enable them to understand and utilize the local
district aril ,oral school_rEpor provided by the Michigan Educational As4essment_Program for the testing

, period of January, 197s The port is accompanied by the data sheets and norm tables sent to each distrtt and
is intended to facilitate their

that
By following procedures given in the report, local school district officials cQn

construct education profit .that will enable them to relate assessment results for their district and schools-to
fesulfs ootained by groups of other districts and schools throughout the state and in the same community
Officials can identify levels'of educational perfOrmance In selected basic skills and levels of selected non-
achievement rpeasures'in their school4 and district

_Technical Rep ort The Fifth Report of the 19_72-73 Michigan Educational ,Assessment Program Lansing.
Department of Education March, 1974.

u

The report prov ides the technical information needed to evaluate the instruments and techniques used in the-
1972-73 assessment program It is intended 'primarily forAirectors of research, research consultants. and school

7 counselors

Assessment. AdMinistration Manual,- Michigan Educational Assessment Program, -1973-74 Grade 4. Year 5.
Lansing Department of Educatiop

,

New objective-referenced tests re used for the 1973-7% Michigan Educational Assessment Program, and this
manual describes the procedures Jibe used to a. :it.ts to grade 4 pupils

Asses,Iment Administration Manual, Michigan Educational Assessment Progr. 973-74,'Grade 7, Year 5.
Lansing. Department of Education. .

This manual describes the procedures to be used to administer tests to grade 7 pupils for the 19 74'Michigan
EducatiOnsessment Program. It.involves.new objective-referenced tests requiring different proCedures for
adminisciation.'

Local find Intermediete District Coordinator's Manual. The 1973-74 Michigan Educaticinal AssessmentProgram.
Lansing. Department of Education:

This manual instructs the local and intermediate district coordinators in the 'procedures necessary for
adMinistering the 1973-74-assessment to grades 4 and 7 pupils in the subject areas of reading and mathematics.

School Cooidirfator's Manual:.1973-74 Michigan !Educational Assessment Program. Lansing: Department of
Education .

-.

This, manual instructs the school coordinators ip the procedures necessary" for administering the assessment
instrument to grades 4 and 7 putilsin the'subject artearef ding and mathematics in 1973-74.
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Instructions for Ayministering the Pupil Attitude Questionnaire- Michigan Educational Assessment Program,
1973-74 Lansing Department of Education.

This report contains ihsjructions for administering the pupil attitude questionnaire usectin the 1973-74 Michigan
Educationai Assessment Prograni. The school districts participate, on a voluntary baSis under one of three
options invotves all fourth and seventh graders. involves only all fourth graders, involves onlyall seventh graders

Michigan's New 't'eacher Aid' Brochure Lansing Department of Education

This is a Small brochure which summarizes the changes in the new state assessment tests to be administered in,
the 1973-74 school year The tests now are objective-referenced instead of norm-referenced, and performance
wilt De coi*pared to objectives. Detailed information will be presented for individual students Grades 4 end,rwill

tested in reading and mathematics

'Objectives and Procedures. 1970-74 Michigan Eddcational ;Assessment Program, First Report. Lan-Sing:
Department of Education. August. 1973 . ,4

This report ,contains the objectives and procedural aspects tb be followed during the' 1973-74 assessment
program in which objective-referenced testing was introduced. for the first time It describeS how the
performance objectives and objective-referenced tests were developed Appendixes contain mathematics and
reading objectives to be measured in the 1973-74 program for grades 4 and 7

_ Indivrdu,il Student and Classroom R orts Explanatory Materrals, 1973-74, Michig;ri Educational Assessment
Program. Second Report Lansing. artment of Edu'cation 1974

This guide 'was prepared to help edu tars inter et -the information provided for individual students and for
classroorn,groups that resulted from Mr igan's E cattonal Assessment' Program conduc-6d in 1973-74 in the
subject areas of mathematics. reading, a d word r lationships Objective-referenced instruments were used for
the mathematicS and reading tests: a no -refe; ced measure for word wlationships. Grades 4 and 7 were
tested The tests are described, and aids in interp eting the information contained in the reports are provided.
The objectives for the matherbatics and reading te s are presented in the Appendix.

,

School and District Reports Explanatory Material 1973-74, Michigan Educational Assessment Program, Third
Report Lansing Department of Education, 1974

.
t _

'This is an explanatory report to assist in the interpretation ot local and school district summary reports provided
by the 1973-74 assessment program Educational assessment measures used in the 1973-74 program are
described. and, the Appendix contains a listing of the mathematics and reading performance objectives for
grades 4 and 7 .7t

State Summary
cation, 1974. ,
f Results, 1973-74; Michigan Ekfucational Assessment Progiam, Fourth Report. Lansing:

Department of

This 'summary presents a compilation of. the scores of the,state's fourth and seventh grade students who
participated in the 1973-74 'assessment program, the first year bbjecttve- referenced test items were used try
Michigan .

Obagiktives and Procedures, 1974-75: The First Report of the 1974-75 Michigan Educational Assessment
Prrrarn. LansinO Department of Education, August, 1974.

The objectives and.procedural aspects of the 1974-75 core assessment program are described in the first report
of the 1974-75 series,_as *as the first grade pilot assessment- introduced at this time and new test items
developed for selected science and mathematics objectives which will be tested in a sampielef fourth ana
seventh grade students Lists of perforrnanceobjectives in reading, mathematics, and science for grades 4 and 7
and the preprimary objectives are Oen iii the Appendix.

State Summary of Results. 1974-75, Michigan Educational A ssment Program, Fourth Report. Lansing:
Department of Education. March; 1575. -

The repoiii-t presents dcompilation of the scores of the fourth and seventhgrt(le students who participated in the
objective-ieferenced assessment program during 1974-75. The reporidelineates the purpose of the-assessment

89 . .
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program. makes some comparisons with 1973-74 data, itnd discuises the possible meaning and significanceof
the results

grade 4 Assessment Administration Manual- Michigan gitcational Assessment Program, 1974-75. Lansing:
Department of Education, 1974

This manual describes for the test admtnistrator the preparations necessary prior to testing and the procedures
for admirtstration of the assessment instruments-to grade 4 in the 1974-75 program

Grade 7 ASsessment Administration Manual- Michigan Educational Assessment Program, 1974-75. Lansing:
Department of Education, 1974.

This rhanual describes for the test administrator the preparations necessary nor to testing and the procedures
for administration of the assessment instruments to grade 7 in the 1974-75 ro ram.

School Coordinator's Manual Michigan Educational Msessment Program. 974-75 Lansing Department of
Education. 1974

, -
This manual outlines for the school coordinator of the assessment progr the procedures nbcessary for
adminjster,ng the assessment instruments in the coordinator's school. It also tains ormation to assist the
coordinator in arranging optirhal testing conditions for the students.

Local and Intermediate District Coordinator'S Manual. MichigaA Edkatibnal Assessment Prograrny1974-75.
Lansing Department of Education. 1974

,

'This manual outlines for the district coordinators trVprocedures necessary for administering the assess nt
tristivments in their d;str;cts and assists them in,acrangEg optimal testing conditions for there students'

Michigan's Educational Assessment Progrart7; trades to.be Assessed. Lansing: Departtn,ent of Education,
January, 1974

This- ;port olAfied the Slate-Board of Education's policy Ad thinking -regarding the grad or levels to be
included in present and future educational assessment plans A tentative timetable for implementirli the
assessment of grades 1; 4, 7, JO. and 12 is included, beginning with 1973-74 and carried through the 1977-78
school years

The Lon Range Plan of the Michigan Educational Assessment' tigrafn. Final Draft. Lansing: Department of
Educatioi)

This is a final draft of Michigan's lorig-range plan for the &dijcational assessment program that was presented to
the State Board of Education for approval. It projects a general, outline of development for the next five to ten
years and is meant to be- a flexible plan subject to revdion., if, necessary Chapter t contains background
information -about the program and its relationspip to Nem-step Michigan Accountability model. Chapter II
states the purpose and eight goals of the rshign state assessment program. Chapter III describes the learning
areas to be assessed, the grad levels nd students lobe included in the program, and the time schedule for
implementing the Various component of the program. 1 e core assessment and sampling components of the
program are explained. Chapter 1V pre ts,procedures f the development and/or revision of the performance
objectives and test items: Chapter V discUsses data colt tion and analysis. The.sixthchapter covers reporting
and dissemination procedures.

Assessment Coordinator's Feedback Survey. Lansing: Department of Education, FOruary, 1974.

This reportc-ontains the results of a survey of the local school district assessment coordinators conducted by the
Micbigan-assessment staff to gather information about the success of the Michigan a ent procedures. The
survey took place following the first. year of objective-referenced testing in 1973-7serMichigan. Previously,
norm - referenced testing was conducted. Results of the survey were to be used in designing the 1974-75
program The overall response tthe survey was favorable. The most often-mentioned informational need was in
the area of interpretation of the results, and the most serious difficulty encountered was in the area of scheduling
tests and rgakeups.

100
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Educational Assessment, the Michigan Plan. Lansing: Department of Education, February, 1975.

This dpcument describes the 1974-75 educational assessment in concise, easy -to-understand terms and
explains exactly what-kind Of information is generated from the assessment for-the local and state ecluc;ationat-.
decision makers Future plans for expanding the assessment program/also are disc-ussed.)

.

Objectives and Pro edures, 1975-76- The First Report of the 1975-76 Michigan Educational ilsseem\eh
: Program. Lansing D artrnent of Education, July, 1975.

This report presents the objectives of the assessment program arid- ates-in detail some of-the-513*re-,
procedures to be used in the current year, 1975-76. In addition to the co assessment of grades 4 and 7 in
reading and mathematics, experimental Items were tried out in grades 4 and the -subject areas of -reading,

\mathematics, and health. The first grade pilot assessment was_continued in 1975 6, and a limited pilot project
was introduced for grade 10 in reading and mathematics. The experimental ms and- the first grade pilot
assessed all the students in the specified grades in a sample of schools. The tests tenth grade assessment

were administered to a group of volunteer high schools

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES. DEVELOPMENT OF

Developing Performance Objectives. Cansing- DepartMent of EduAtiOn, 1972.

One of the six steps in Michigan's accountability model is the .development of performance objectives. This
booklet describes the six-step accountability model and how performance objectives fit into the model; defines
what performance objectives are and the difference between goals and performance objectives; and explains,
with concrete examples, how to develop the objectives.

The Developmental Process for Performance Objectives In Reading and Mathematics. Lansing: De'partment of

Education, no date.

This article is a two-page summary of the process followed by Michigan from the fall of 1971 to 1973 for
developing performance objectiVes in reading and mathematics.

DEVELOPMENT OF TEST INSTRUMENTS

Development of, Test Items and Instruments in Reading and Mathematics for the.1973-74 Michigan, Educational
Assessment Program. Staff working draft of test development. Lansing: Department- of Education; January,

1974

This report cScribes the process of developing the objective-referenced tests used in the 1973-74 Michigan
Educational Assessment Program. It explains the overall procedures followed in developing performance
objectives in reading and mathematics; the selection, training, and supervision of test item writers; the validation

of the test items, and the selection of the objectivesbnd the test items for the 1973-74 program.

A Report on the Technical Characteristics of the Reading and Mathematics Instruments of the 1973-74 Michigan
Educatronal Assessment Program. SubmitVd to the Michigan Department of Education by Research Triangle
Institute. Leasing: Department of Education, April 12, 1974.

Research Triangle Institute assessed the technical quality and adequacy of the reading and mathematics
assessment instrumentsigsed in the 1973-74 assessment program at the level of the individual performance
objective. The 1973-74 assessment 'program is ,described briefly. The reliability and cOntent validity of the
instruments are examined, analysis of the significance of test- length and passing score is provided, and
information useful for the interpretation of results is included.

DISSEMINATION METHODS

The Michigan Assessment of Education, 1969-70:, The Politics ,of Re'porting Results. Lansing: Department of
EdLeation, February, 1971. ERIC ED 048 366.

This article is a detailed and candid account Pi the difficulties the...Michigan l7epartment of Education
encountered following the first assessment program in 1969-70 because of gubernatorial and legislative

pressures to report individual pupil results.
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Beitinghous. Erwin P and otlite. Keeping *the Public Informed Accent on Accountability Denver Cooperative
Accountability,Prblect, 1973 ERIC ED 095 214

-Tins is a digeSt,of a more detailed report which develops a dissemination model for educational accountability
programs.'It was prepared for the Cooperative Accountability Project by the State of Michigan, one of the seven

jstate members of CAP. The, digest explains the four basic steps to be taken to accomplish an effective
1- accountability communication program and includes tips for *irking with the news media. Several observations

alocut the communication proctess andthree basic theonesabout comrnunicationsarediscussed7

Bettinghaus, Erwin P" and GIT. Miller, Michigan State University Parr I, Reactions-to, State Accountability
Aerograms A Dissemination System for State Accountability Programs Denver Cooperative Accountability
Project, June; ,973 ED111 841

The first of a three-part repo prepared by the State of Michigan for the Cooperative Accountability roject,
offers a dissemination model for educational accountability programs. The model outlines potential strategies for
the appropriate reporting of the results obtained frorri the application of several educational accountability
models This part of the repbr't examines current and past accountability models along with the reactions of
various publics to those models

Bettinghaus, Erwin P. and 13,' R. Miller, -Michigan State University Part II, The Relationship of Contemporaw
Communication Theory rd t.iticcountabihty Dissemination Procedures A Dissemination System. for State
Accountability Programs Over. Cooperative Accountabill y Project, June, 1973. ERIC ED 111 842

The second part of a thre& part report, prepared by, t
Project, offers a dissemination model for education
dissemination policies within the framework of conte
the construction of an apprbpnate dissemination model

to of Michigan for the Cooperative Accountability
ntability programs. This part examines current

romunicatibn theory to develop a rationale for

Bettinghaus, Erwin P. and G R. Miller, Michigdn State Univer art Ill, Developing Dissemination Procedures
for State Accountability Programs. Denver: Cooperative Accountability Project, June, 1973 ERIC ED 111 843.

The third part of the thiee-part report, prepared by the State of Michigan for the Cooperative Accountability
Project, offers a dissemination model for educational accountability programs. Part Ill outlines a dissemination
prograrryand specifies its relationship to educational accountability.

'Bettinghaus, Erwin P., Michigan State University: Final Report, Preliminary dy: Dissemination of
Educational Accountability. Denver: Cooperative AccOuntability Protect, IC ED 0 840.

This report describes a limited test of the potential dissemination model prepared by, Michigan for the
Cooperative AcCountability Project which took place from January 1, 1974, to March 30, 1974. The aim of the

,test was to investigate the reactions of participants at the local level in an attempt to train them to disseminate
'elementt of the model. Included is an evaluation of the project, the project's accomplishments, a budget analysis
of the project, and recommendations for future efforts in this area. Materials produced for the project are in the
Appendix.

ADDITIONAL REFERENCES

Where Research, Evaluation and Assessment Fit In. Lansing: Departmentof EdOcation, April, 1973.

This report delacribes the goals and major activities of the Research,,Evaluation and Assessment Service of the
Michigan Department of Education and its relationship to Michigan's six-point educational accountability
process.

5.

A Survey of Views Concerning Michigan's Fourth Grade Assessment Program, 193 -74. East Lansing: Michigan
Education Association, 1974.

The Michi9on Education Association surveyed a sample of fourth grade teacleilici:L,1974 in Michigan school
districts tot obtain their views, participation in, and use of the 1973-74 fourth graka4sesschent. -
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Report and Recommendations of the MEA Tast Force on Assessment and Accountability. East Lansing:
MichigvEducation Association, March, 19

This report presents the Michigan Education Association's position on accountability, assessment,*behavioral
objectives, and compensatory education in the stale and is generally critical of the Department of Ed4ation's

assessment program.

_House, Ernest, Wendell Rivers, and Daniel Stufflebaum An Assessment of the Michigan Accountabihty System.

East Lansing Michigan Education Association, March, 1974

Misreport examines theMichigan Accountabiltty System with particular emphasis on the assessment program

Reservations and disagreement are expressed-about the minimal objectives, the validity of the tests. the
publishing of a book of performance objectives, the desirability of every-pupil-testing,-and the tying of funds to

gains in test scores Nine recommendations are included

A Staff Response to the Report An Assessment of the Michigan Accountability System East Lansing Michigan

Education Association, May. 1974

The Michigan Department of Education responded to the 'House. Rivers, and Stufflebaum report, An
Assessment of the Michigan Accountabilit7 System, and the nine recommendations of the panel, th'ree of which

the Department PrEdUcation staff did not accept The staff response addresses each of the issues raised by the

Panel and attempts to correct errors in the panel's report, point out differences in philosophy between. the
Department of Education and the panel. and to indicate areas of basic agreement with the panel's suggestions.

Murphy, Jerome T and David K Cohen "Accountability in EducationThe Michigan Experience The Public

IntereshiJumber 36, Summer, 1974

This discussion is abbut accountability and assessment as practiced by Michigan which was written because of

the state's exten ive experience in this area. The report is a critical one and provides some indications of the way

accountability w. 'n t authors' views and some suggestions about the relation between scientific and

political control in e of< ,4..n
_

Survey on Educational Accountability for the Michigan State Department of Education Detroit. Market Opinion

Research, May, 1974.

This report describes how Michigan residents and the state's public school teachers perceive the concept of
edaational accountability, who, in the public's view, should have the responsibility for making Michigan's public

schools accountable to the citizens, and whether the citizens feel their schools are 'accountable to them.
Recommendations are included for improvement in the understanding of accountability and the six-step
accountability model of Michigan. A concluding part of the report is entitled The Observations and Conclusions

of the Superintendent of Public Instruction These observations and conclusions were reached by Superintend-

ent John W Porter and sent to the State Board of Education, and they were based upon his review and study Of

the survey The four conclusions contain 16 recommendations for the purpose of clearing up the ambiguity and

vagueness that surrounds the meaning of the term, "educational accountability," alleviating the concern and

opposition directed toward accountability systems; assisting the local diStficts in implementing the six-step

accountability process, and providing teachers and administrators with the skills necessary to develop and

implement accountability-based strategies.

Womer, Frank B. Developing a Large Scale Assessment Program. Denver' Otegr>rative Accountability Project,

1973, ERIC ED 084 641.

This report is a product of the CoOperative Accountability Project from the State of Minnesota, one of the CAP

member states. It contains a wealth of practical information concerning the establishment of an assessment

program at the state and local district levejs and about assessment as an aspect of accountability. It suggests

specific action steps that should be taken to determine what and hbw much the students are learntng, alon with

the procedures to be followed to bring about improvements. Assessment is clearly defined and how to go bout

the many planning tasks in assessment is delineated: determining the administrative structure, types of

assessment outcomes, types of test instruments, reporting categories and reporting policies, Population to be

tested; whether sampling is ,to be used; data collection methodology; data analysis strategy; costs and
alternatives; and time schedules. Other clearly described subjects are the deyelopment of . assessment

objectives: the use of existing instruments; the derlopMent of new instruments; selection of a sample; collection

03



of data, processing of results; utilization of results; and dAssemination activities. Also included are checkpoints for
evaluating a quality assessment program and the dutlihes of five state assessment programs in operation in
Minnesota, Texas, Pennsylvania, Florida, and Michigan.
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SECTION V.

APPENDIX B., COPIES OF L.EGISLATIVE ACTS OF THE
FOUR-STATES

(Colorado,. Connectickit, Florida, and Michigan)
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Colorado

TITLE 22, ARTICLE77,COLORADO REVISED STATUTES, 1971

123- ,.Short title. This article shall bb known and may be cited as the "Educational Accountability At of
197

13441-2. Legislative-declaration., (1) 'T'he general assembly hereby declares that the purpose of this articl
_to institute an accountability progratri to define and measure quality in education, and thus to help the public
schools of Colorado to achieve such quality and to expand the life opportunities and options of the students of
thrs state, further, to provide to local school boards assistance in helping their school patrons to determine, the
relative value of their school program as compared to its cost.

(2) (a) The general assembly further declares that the educational accountability program de
this,article hould be designed to measure objectively the adequacy and efficiency of the edu
offered the public schools. The program should begin by developing broad goals and s
objec es for the educational process and by identifying; the actiVIties of schools which
tow d these goats and objectives. The program should then develop a means for evaluati
a

oped under
ionakprograms

ecific performance
an advance students

achievements
performance of students.- It is the belief of the general assembly that in developing thp evaluation

echanism, the following approaches, as a minimum, should be eolored:

.
(b) Means for determining whether decisions affectin the educational process are advancing or impeding

student achievement,

(c) Appropriate testing pfrocedures to provide relevant comparaWe data at st in the fields of reading,
language skills and mathematical skills;

'Jr
(d) The role of the department Of education in asstiting school districts, to stre then their educational

programs;

(e) Reporting to students, parents, bOards of education, educators, and the blic on the
educational performance of the public schools and providing data for the appraisal of s nd

(f) Provision of information which could help school districts to increase-their eff iency it using available
financial resources.

123-41-3. St4te board f educationduties. ' (1) (a) The state board of .lion shall deverO P-a state
accountability program, hich:,"

(b) Describes and provides for implementation of _a procedile for the continuous examination and
improvement of the goals for education in this state.

(c) Identifies performance objectives which will lead directly to the achievement of the stated goalS.

(d) Adopts a procedure for deterMining the extent to whiCh local schogl districts accomplish their
erfOrmance objectives. Evaluation instruments,, including appropriate test%. shall be developed under the

a thority of this article to provide the evaluation regriired, but standardized tests shall not be the sole means
d veloped to provide such evaluation. , .. -

. ,
.

(e) Recommends a procedure and timetable for the establiShment of local accountability programs..
s. ,

2) The stale board of education shall adopt rules and regulations for the implementation of this article.. ., $ .

( ) (a) There is hereby Created an advisory committee to the state board of education, which shall consist of
seve teen members to be 5314cted in the manner and for the terms previdad in this subsection (3) . The advisory
corn ittee shall assist the stat board of education in performing its duties under this article. .z.

. ..,
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,.COLORADO (continued)

; (b) (i) Three pf the members of the advisory committee shall be appbinted by the speaker of the hou of
trepresentatives, of which no more than two Shall be from each of the major political parties;. and tkvo f the'
members of the advisory committee shall be appointed by the president of the senate, one from e of the
mai& political parties.

(ii) Five members of the advisory committee than be appointed by the governor from amo
who are currently serving or haya-serVed as Members of boards of ectubalroninlhisstate.

.

(w) Seven members of theadyisC4 committee shall be appointed by the state bOar of Sau
which shall be classroom teachers and three of which shall be public school Sciministrators.

(4) The terms, of office of members' of the advisory committee shall be three years; except that of the
members appointed under subsection (3) (b)11) to take office on July 1, 1971, two members shall be
appointed for one-year_ terms, two members shall be appointed for two-year terms, and one member shall be
appointed for a three-year terrn.,of thehle,rnbers appointed under subsection {3) (b) (ii) to take office on July 1,
1971, tWo'itembers straltbeappoonted for One-year terms, one member shall be appointed for a two-year term,
and two reiernbets shall be appointed for three-year terms; and of the member appointed under subsection
(3) (b) (m) to take office on July 1,1971, two members shall be appointed,for a one-year term,_two members
shall be appointed for two-year terms, and three members shall be appointed, for three -year terms. Vacancies
shall be filled by appointment, in the same manner as original appointments, for the unexpired term. ,

(5) The advisory committee shall elect a 'chairman from among its membefs The members of the advisory

. committee shall receive nq compensation for their services on the committee but shall be reimbursed for their
actual and hecessary expenses incurred in the performance of their duties on the committee.

those persons
-7"

cation,, Three of

(6) The department of.education shall make available to the advisory committee such data, facilities, and
personnel as are necessarylor it to perform its duties.

:..°..
'.

ea

0
123-41-4. Local accountability programs: (1) The board of education of a school district the state shall
adopt a Plan for a local accountability program designed to measure the adequa Aelfici c'y of educational
programs offered by thedistrict. The board shall appciintenadvisory accountability comrfiff tee which Shall make
recommendationslo the board relative to the program of ountability but it shall the responsibility of the
board to implement the provisions of this section, Theadvisory accountability com tee shall consist of at least
one parent, one teacher, one school administrator, and a taxpayer from the district.

(2) The board of education of each distribt shall report not lajer than Dec mber 31 of each year to the
residents of the district, and to the state board of education, on the extent to Joh the district has achieved its
stated goals and objectives. The report shall also contain an evaluation of edi ational decisions made daring the
previous year which have affected schoolservices and processes.

(3) The state board of education shall assist ,localboards of educati n an the p paratton of the 'district goals

. and objectives and the procedures for measuring school district per rmance reaching those goals end
objectives.

,
. . ,0

. .

123-41:5.11eports. Not later than March 1, 1172, arldieach year thereafter, the state board of education shall
transmit -to the general assembly a report of its activities in developing and administering the educdtional
accountability program, including,the progress of the state and local school districts toward the achievement of
their respective goals and objectives. The state board of education shall also recommend anyefogislationWhich it

deems necessary for the improvement 9t educational quality in this state.

Section 2. Effectivedate. This act`shall take effect J11, 1971.

A
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COLORADO.(continue'd )

,r, . ------ , /
Se_etion_3. Appropriation! In addition to any other 4ppropriation,' there is-thereby appropriated 'out of arty
rnpneys in the state treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 'fiscal year beginning July 1, 1971, 16 the

. department Of edUcation, tile sum of forty thousand dollars ($40,000) 2or so much thereof as may be necessary
for,the administration and implementation of this act 7,.,

, ., ,.
' --,-

Section 4. Safely clause./Thq general assembly hereby finds, determines, and declares that this actas'netessary
, , for the immediate preservati&I of the public peace; health, and safety.

TITLE' 22, ARTICL44, PART 2, COLORADO REV ISED STATUTES, 1973

AN ACT AMENDING THE "PROGRAM.PLANNING, BUDGETING, AND EVALUATING SYSTEM (P-PBES)
'ACT!"

Be 'toggled by the Gerferal Asse;"nblyot ttle State of Colorado: .
.. . , .

SE.6T1014 1. , Article 42 lit)f,chabter 123, dolrado Revised Statutes 1.963 (1971 Stipp ) . is repeated and
reenacted, with amendments, to read.. . .

- , , ,

123-42-1. Short his articfe.shall be known and may b cited as the "Financial Policies aid Procedures
Act."

,
123-42-2. Legislative declaration. t1, is the purpose of this article to develop for the public schooke prdgram-

.

oriented budget forrriat which will relate anticipated costs and actual costs to designated programs..

-,
7 '123-42-3. Adoption and compatibility of handbook. (1) The state board oreducation shall,hte the authority

to adopt a financial policies and procedures handbook that will meet the nadds of the existing statutes.and of
such other ruleAnd regulations as may be necessary to fulfill the lhofintent o this article.

, . 4g ,. ,
r,

/
(2) The financlal policies and procedures handbook so adopted shall be'compakble with the provisionsll the

"ACcountability Aerof 1'971," butshall be limited primarily to_ttle relating of bngeted and actual costs to
designated progrdme4` .

...;
- .

.. , \ ..° .i
123-42-4. Establishment of system by school districts. (1). The state board of education shall'p epare, a first

'draft of the financial policies and protedures handbdok and shall send at least-one copy there o each school
district in the state no :Air than September 1, 1973.

, .

-. (2) The state board, of e du ca t 1 o n shall designate n ot less than five volunteer s4hool districts which are
reprektati/e 4, to pupil size and population to cooperate in finalizeng a Oancialovoticies and procedures
handbOttluring.the 1974 budgetyear. a ;,,. --'

r . . .. -V ... - 4 -
, .

.?r,
(3) The state board of educattorishall.prepares final draft of the fimanbial policics'and procedures handbook

. ,

and shall 5e d at least orie copy thereof to each schotCdistnct in The state no later 'fart July 1? 1975. The
financial policias and procedures han ok all be fully iniilemented on January f,' 1976 by all'schbOl districts
having a school population oflover one:hu '64P:tents. . ,

4 *. .

-sr

r r ,

123-42-5. RepOrtitiaegirong on or before February 15, 197.6, and continuing,cli or before each February 15
And August 15 thersa!ter, the secretary of. the,boardpf education °each school district shall file with thestate
board of education a -sernionnual report. of receipts and expenditures of each funefivith designated program.
rdpcirts in accordance with the'sterte board's adopted financial policies and procediiies handbopk.

-

I 0 !"



1,

COLORADO (continued)

.123-42-6. Administration. This article shall be administered by the state board of education The state rd of

educationsball have the authority-to adopt reaso ble rules and regulations for the admtnistrationOf this arti

Section 2. Safetyclaur. The genera:assembly:Jere:by finds. determine and declareis act-is necessary
for the immediate preservation of the public peace, 'health. and safety.

RULES
EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1971

(Approved by the Attorney General of -Colorado in September, 1975 )

2207-R-1 0 Definitions

1 01 Charge: A statement of purpose from local boards to local accountability cdmmitiees The
statement.should cover the areas a board desires the committee to accomplish for the purpose of

providing asSistance and support to the district'satcountabihty program.

1.02 Cost: The amount of money and resources used in the accomplishrhent of a program as structured
and defined by the local district.

j

1_03 District: A Colorado school district organizestanot-existmg-p-inuant-TO the law but ncrt intlubin a.

junior college district. . .
. - , .... Vi

..-..,
..

_ _1_04_ Educati5nal Accountability 'A.practical and logical.proces.s for fOokingral education and its benefit
to students-in an objective -manner The process asks the districts to establish educational goals, -*,

deternine objectives, design and implement. a plan that will work toward thtkattainmert of the
objectives, design arid implement a procedure for evaluating accompliiiAments of the -programs.

,, and, use the information-coming .from /he evaluation In planning, budgeting, arid decision-making.

el ,....-

The process includes reporting the accomplishments and costs of programs to the public..

1 . ,
Educational AccountabiM Programs: The plan for the procesS iieitiied in 1. defines,1.05
measures, and evaluates quality in education. The ciesujn of-the prtig1.4m sh d provide for the

, - fdehtificatign, gathering, analysis, reporting, aril use of information ih-thEiplarining, budgeting, and b._
, decision-making activities of a district:" -4 . .

s 1.06 Evaluation: Ascontinuous procedure for appiaisinglbp accomplishments of objectives.

t

1.07 Goats:Gentrai and timeless ements siecicribing what a-chgtiitt desireStd 101' its sIticef).44;

Goals state the broad purpose direction around which a distnct designs educe warns.

1.08 Local Board: The local board of eCtithationt6r a tehOOtdiStricr
. e

1.09. '. Major Educational Deiision: A Cou rse of aCtiondetermined by the local board that has a significant"
IfrIbact on exIstingprograms, initiates new programs, or affectsschoofservices andprodesses?

4,
e. - s

11. 10 Program: A set of interrelated procedures and activities designed by the -districtslo achieve their C",

. stated goals and objectives over a period of time. The parts of a program include but are not-hmited "i
to instructional andsupport activities, methods of inttiuclOi;alliffi(igpatteins, resources, and the-

use of cumcuhim, Policy, and other variables as rniirbe applioable: 4 : z. . 0.....

' ..,
,

.-.
.. 1.11 The description lzybir. ther§ltirena summarizing theeCPPMPiiShreenti

V of 'the cBstriors educational program: and thelniAct bf major educational decisions on
'student Seaming, The report should be in a forniat and vocabulary understandable by lay citizens.

0%
99

tr-
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-COLORADO (continued)

1 12 Resources: An available source of supply, support, or assistance. Resources may be peronnel,
finances, facilities or matenalS.

1 43 Staff Objectives: Statements describing in measurable or observable terms what the school district
personnel will accomPlrill to support _th learning outcomes given in the student. outcome
objectives: The objectives define the 4uality in management, organization and planning a staff
shogiLd provide for learning programs. They are flexible and can be changed or modified,6

1 14 State Board: The Colorado Board of Education composed of elettedrepresentatAs from the
c _Congressional Districts within Color

Student Oufcome Objectives: Statements describing a learning outcome in measurable or
observable terms that will be worked toward by the student. The objectives define the quality in
learning from the educational programs. They are flexible and-tan be changed or modified,

1 -15

14 It 4

6 220 Local Boards

2 01 Educational A' : Program: The local board of each diStrict shall develop and adopt an
educational accountability asedon student and educational needs for that district.111

Edutationaf Plan: The district's plan fOr its educational accountabiltlyprogram shall be reviewed,
up-dated,-and any revisions Ili the plan adopted4y the local board on or before July 15 of each year:

_ . -5' 01
X Resources for Plan: in applyir;;;---Ttuntabi1 y to budgetary process, the local board shall develop4. jib.

6 _ the .capability and the responsibility to account fbr the expenditure of money and- the commitment of
e other resources in terms of the results actieyed bkt5 eduolional accountabllity program. This
` Involves both 4he stewardship ofirtoiley and other resources-and-the evaluation' of achievement in

relation to specified objectives and goats. The format should be in accordance with the Financie,1.
..<. Policies and Procedures Handbook as prescribed by the Financial Policies and Prodedures Adt

42-44) . . 1 .. .. ..,-,

or

? '

_ .
.

.2.04 Evaluation of Plan: The local board of each district shall design, adopt, and carry on an evaluation
procedure that is consistent with the accountability process. .The evaluation procedure should be

.. used to assist the district in identifying the strengths and weaknesses of its educational programs, its
objectives; andts goalsiThe information and facts gathered through the procedure should be used
to forpwlattappropriate educational decisions in planning and bildgeting: -, , , "- .-

. , ..

2,135 Report to. fate Board: On.or before June 15 of each year the local board shall report-to the State
Board on its educational accountabitityprogram for the Orevious at ademic year. Locailkards may
submit an.application to thi State Board requesting a thirty to sixty-day extension of the reporting
date. This report shall include the extent to which. the district tiasaChieteil -its stated goals and
objectives and an analysis of educational decisions made during the previous- school year which
have affectedichool progrards,,services, and processes. Thereporting form will be provicredby the, Colorado Department of EdUcatiorl. .. _, , -- .. -.:. :.

2.06 hoped to Citizens: On or before December 31 of each yew, ttie local board -shall-reportto-its. ----
ciders. The report shaft include thp. exterif to Which the district has achieved Ns itatedr,goaft and-/ ;;;,
objectives, the cost of programk-strid aftenillysis of educeliOnal decisions cnede donngthe PrOviPu, . 4School yeaewhich have affected school prpgrarns,. seivioes, and processed., The format of this ,
report is.the option of thelocel district an may include bid:shall not be limited to the state report as
described in Z06 of these rugs. -.

,I.

. 220743,3.0 Local Accountfbility Advisiory COmMlneit.
_ 6, --- -: .

. 3.01, Appointment and Responsibility: The local 'board, upon the althea of 14 superintendent. shad
Is

'appoint members to the local accbuntabdIty advisory committee. ,Iterfilbership of tie local. , ..
_,....,

100
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COLORADO (continued )

3 02

, ..

committee shall be reported tote Stale Board through the annual accountability report. The
,committee shall serve as an'advisory body to the local board.

Membership: The `local committee shall consist of at least one parent, one property taxpaying
resident wt ad does not have children in the district's schools, one teacher, one administrator, and

one student' from the district. The local superintendent, or such person as he shall designate, shall

serve as a resource'rnember of thp committee The State Board recommends that the local boar,d
include representative ethnic and economic groups of persons of both sexes in the composition of

the committee

3 03, , Size and Distribution: The size of the local committee shall bedetermined by the local board. The

distribution Qr the total number withirl the,committee shall proyide a batance in numbers among the

groups represented o'n the committee. /
i

3 04 Terms: The length of term of the members of .the local committee shall be established bythe local

board.
1

. .

3 05 Internal Organization: The local committee shall elect a chairman from among-ifs members and

shalt establish a schedule of meetings and general rules for its operation This Informapon shall be
filed with the local board All meetings of the committee shag be dublpzerd through the media.

- where feasible, at least twenty-four hours in advance and shall be °peat° the publiC..' ....
...1,., _ . ,

3 06 Charge from Board: The leoarboard shall 'establish for the committee a charge Consistent with the

purposes of the educational accountability law' send a statement of the charge to the
committee The charge should be revised and m time to time by the local board

..v.,r- 4.1 \
3.07 Planning: Tttitiocal committee should establish objectiVes and a plan for itseltlhat will work toward

the acdomplishm6ff Offhe charge from the focal Ward-

3 08 Reporting to Board: The committee Should report to their local board at leap twice duribg the

school year on its objectives and plan for accomplishing the charge from the board.

3.09 District ,Educational Plan( The local committee shall recommend to the local board on or before

July f& of each year an educational plan for the continuing development of the accountability

process in the district. Local boards may request a thirty-day extensionof the bran date.

2207-R-4.0 Loclat ACcoiintabilify Programs

4 01, Authoi'fzation: The board of ucation of each school district, through 'its superintendent, shall

cause to be designed. adopt , implemented. and maintained/its educational accountabital../
proiiam as defined in 1.05 of h rules'

A

4 D2 -
Review, and Revision: The review and' revisibn, by the local boa rd of the district's plan for its
educational accountability program shall take place annually but no tater than June 15 of each year.

-
4.03A Parts of: The development of an eduCational accountability program shall consist of the following

-five sequential phases.

4.03( 1) To develop. analyze redefine, and improve a statement of goals fathe district.

4.03 (2) To identify and prepare statements Of student outcome objectives and staff objectives for

the district. _ -
_

.

., 4,03 (3) To improve, Modify. or develop programs to achieve the student autobme objectives and

staff objectivesOtthedistrict. - ' I
Attorney Osilerti tpsepowoved Initncluolon ot a indent is booed thei)Cirrecoll-the-StatalEduostibeto IM6rce.

. _
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COLORADO (continued )
,

4 03 (4) To deters, ev. ..and report the strengths. weaknesses, ,accomplishments, and
costs of ablished programs in terms of the goals, student otitcomeobjel" fives, And.jectives of the district. ..

4.03 (5) fo redefine and modify, based on evidence from the evaluation procedure, any of the parts
or charapteustics of a program through planning, budgeting, and decision-making.

4 54 . Timetable: The 'local board shall establish a timetable for the development and operation of its
eftcational accountability program as described in 4.03 of these rules

L Roles of Participants: En designing and implementing the district's educational accountability
r,rogram, the board, its superirktendent, and its local committee shall work through the district's
:-.:rofessional staff of administrators and ,teachers, other citizen advisOry groups that may be
established by the board, and the community. The functions and responsibilities of participants in
Jsrig planning and accountability for improving instruction should include but not be limited tO the
`cillowing procedures and activities.

.

4 05 (1) The administrative portion of the professional staff shall assist and support the superintend-
ent in tie implemantation of the decisions and procedures needed to facilitate the
educatiohal programs, shall provide assistance and support to the teacher portion of the1 professional staff as it works with the educational programs; shall provide information and
recommendations describing the outcomes of the educational programs to the local
committee and the local board for, use in the planning,. budgeting, and decisto'n-making
needed to design or improve the educational programs. -

4 05 (2) The teacher portion of the professional staff shall assist And support the administrative staff
in the implementation of the educational programs; shall work closely with the administra-

.

live staff-in the pfarming-of educational prograrrtS and the TOrmutation ofobjectives for the
programs; shall, serve as facilitators for the educational, programs .in their, area of
responsibilities; shall provide information and recommendations about the strengths and
weaknesses of prog ams they work- with to ap ropriate groups for the revisor and
,moThfication of the pr rams; shall proVide,inform ion recommendations about the
strengths and weakn 'of programs to the local c mittee and the local boardfor use in

-the planning,,budgeti g: and decision-making nee Jo design or improve the educationil
programs.'

4.05 (3) Channels or communication should be established
board all nted citizen advisory griiupS where they
of educati al c-oncern.. r

:

4 05 (4) The`community. of the district should bd-rincour.,
about the district's ed onal programs through '.
Superintendent, or the loca mittee.

2207. R-5 0 Colorado Board of Education

tween the
e dealing wi

p

committee and other
or related area

to exprep their co4cerns and desires
mmunication with thii local board, the

, 5 01 Steil? Accountabinty Program: The State Board shall recommend procedures/or th development
of a state accountability program which shall: , ,. ,.

. . /. . ,
5.01 (1) Describe aric(proOide for the impleme9tatton of a procedure for the contin athination

and improvement of a set of goals for education in theState of Colorado. :,.s

5.01 (2),Cause to be designed anidomplemented procedures that would assist in ideRtifying those
factors or conditionethat mayinyuence the alt-Rit of quality education in the State
of Colorado

, .

7-S704441..SligEst proCedures for evaluation wethin the acaountabiltlY,Procesel tha twk-aisist and
.i
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COLORADO (continued) ) .00

support the local distridts in determining the extent to which student outcome objectives
and staff objectives have been accomplished. Evaluation instruments, including appropri-
ate tests. may be developed to assist districts in data collection which can be used in
planning, budgeting, and decision-making by the local district. The use of these instruments
shall be at the option of the local distrcts..Standardized tests shall not be the sole means
developed to assist the focal district in collecting needed information.

5 02 Support to the State Committee: The State Board shall provide such data, facilities, personnel,
and such budgetary assistance as are necessary for the State Accountability Advisory Committee
to perform its duties.

5 03 Support for Districts: The Slate Board shall establish policy and procedures that will assist' local
boards in'the preparation of district goals and objectives and in-the design and implementation of an
evaluation procedure for measuring the degree of accomplishment of the distnct's_educational
program in terms of the goals and objectives

5.04 Report to General Assembly: The State Board shall transmit to the general assembly no later than
March 1 of each year a report of its activities in developing and administeung the educational
accountability program, including the progress of,local school districts toward the achievement of
their respective goals and objectives The State Board shall also recommend any'legislation which it
deems necessary for the impf.ovement of educational quality in this state

2207-R-6.0 Colora do Department of Education

6 01_ Assistance tosLocAlDistricts:-The Colorado Depaitment4t Education shall provide assistance and
support to the local districts in, the development, revisifti. modification, and maintenance of

educational accountability programs. _ . _

6.02 Collection of Available Resources: The Colorado Department of Education should serve as a
resource center for the local districts in the development and use of accountability through finding,
collecting, designing, and distributing p4blications, procedures, and other resources asked for by
the local districts. Information should be iderrlified and made available from the districts, the
department `other professional groups, other states, or any other source that might assist the local
districts

6.03 Planning: The Colorado Department of Education shall use the information reported to the State
Board by the localidistricts in their annual accountability reports to establish priorities andplans for
giving assistance and support to the local districts in their accountability efforts:

, 6.04 Coordination of ACciSuntability ProceSs:The Colorado Department of Education shall coOrdinate
and consolidate within the nucational-Accountabihty Law of 197.1 tequests for the use of the
accountability process that may be includedin educational legislation or recommendations from the
State Board. All such accountability processes 'should,. be reterred lo the State Accountability
Advisory Committee for review and comment. ,/

2207-R-7.0 State Abcountability Advisory Committee

7.61 Responsibility to State Board and-Colorado, Department of Education: The State accountability
Advisorytomniittee shall assist-the State Board and the Colorado Department df Education in
performing their dutts as Ow tripe Accountability Law. The committee shalibe an advisory body
o the State Board andthorado Department of Education.

.

7.02
,

Membership andsterm: The membership and ter' ins of office for the State Committee are provided
for in the,Accountatiihty Law. ,

z

7,03 Planning: The State Committee shall dOsign and adopt objectives and a plan for its activities by at
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COLORADO (continued)

7 04

7.05

least :July 1 of each year in order to fulfilt its_ obligationS to assist the State Board and the,Colorado
Department of Education in the performance of their duties under the Law.

Communication: The State Committee shall communicate and work closely, with the staff of the
,Colorado Department of Education in carrying out its objectives and plan.

Alternative Approaches for Local Districts: The State Committee and the Colo-redo Department of
Education should work to de+ielop alternative approaches that local districts could adopt or adapt
for the development and use of the accountability process. This should be a particular priontyin the
evaluation and cost benefit analysis portions of the accountability process.

7 06 Local Districts and Committees: The State Committee may serve in an advisory capacity to local
districts or committees when requested to do so.

c
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ConnecticUt

TITLE 10, S. 10-4 CONN. GEN. STAT., 1971 (Public Act No. 665)

AN ACT CONCERNING DUTIES OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION TO EVALUATE THE EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAMS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH THE ADVICE OFA LEGISLATIVE CO ITTEE

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in Gerieral A bly convene

Section 1. Section 10-4 of the 1969 supplement to the gener
substituted in lieu thereof: (a) Said board shall have general sup
oithe state, which Interests shall include pre-school, elemen
vocational education and adult education, shall provide le
education in the state, including research, planning a
publish such curriculum guides including recommend

4determines are necessary to assist school distri
workshops and related activiti , including pro
effective use of such curriculum materials a
interests of pupils; and shall keep informed

(b) Said board shall submit to t
detailed statement of the activitie
amount and quality of instructi
and needs of public education. Said board shall develop
procedure designed to measuriobjectively the ade
the public schools and shall report on these pr
general assembly by February 15, 1972.

tutes is repeal
and control of

secondary edu
p and otherwise pr

ev- ation; shat repare.

ions for textbo material
to carryout duties pre

and the following is
e educational interests

tion, special education,
ote the improvement of

uch courses of study and
rid other teaching aidS as it

ibed by law; shall conduct
ms of intergroup relations trarni , to assist teachers in making

in improving their proficiency in eeting the diverse needs and
to the condition, progress and nee s of the schools in the state.

governor, as provided in section 4-6
f the board and an account of the conga

therein and such other infPrmation as will
cause to be dev

cy and effidiency of
dures to the joint sta

(c) Said board shalt also include reco
and may publish such reports and in
jurisdiction as it deems advisable.

endations for policies and p
mation concerning the Iduc

Section 2. This act shall take effect July 1, 1971

and to the general assembly, a
n of the publrcschools and of the

ssess the true condition, progress
ped an evaluation and assessment

he educational programs offered by
ing committee on education of the

grams designed t6 improve edubation
Vona' interests of the state within its



Florida

TITLE -15, FLORIDA STATUTES A NNOtTATED, S. 230.23, 1970

Section 9. ( 1 ) Development of Education Evaluation Procedures.

The commissioner of ethication shall, no later than March 1, 1971, develop or cause to be developed
evaluation procedures designed to assess objectively the educational programs offered by the public schools of
this state. The evaluation procedures to be developed shall include such methods as are necessary to assess the
progress of students at various grade levels and in the various educational pro. ms of the public schools. The
evaluation procedures shall be so constructed and developed as to proved ach school district with relevant
comparative date to enable district school:, board members, acIministr ors and the public to more readily
appraise educational progress and to effectilate the strengthening of the district's educational program. The
evaluation procedure shall provide a uniforrnavaluation of each sc : strict in this state, and, to theextent
possible, be compatible with national procedures for the assessment of progress in education.

( 2 ) Reports.

The commissioner of education shall make a preliminary report to the state board of educatson and the
chairMen of the house and senate education committees by October 1, 1970. The preliminary report shall
include the commissioner's proposed budget for implementihg the evaluation procedures in the fiscal year 19711
72. This proposed budget shall be included in the legislative budget of the department of education. The
commissioner shall make a final report to the state board of educlition and the legislature by March 1, 1971. The
final report shall include the commissioner's recommendations for the dissemination of the data on educational
progress in each school district....

Section 12. This act shall take effect July 1, 1970.

TITLE 15, FLORIDA STATUTES,ANNOTATED,'S. 229.57, 1974
(Educational Accountability Act of 1971)

A bill to be entitled:

An act relating to education; amending subsections 229.57 (3) and 229.571(4) , Florida Statutes, 1971, to
provide procedures to assure comparability between state-assessment a national assessment; to limit,
application of educational accountability program to the subject areas of rea , writing, and mathematics until
implementation,bf this act has been completed in those specific subject areas; provide that all students will be
tested in the third through sixth grade by 1975-76; providing art effective date

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida:

Section 1. Sub ctions and (4) of section 229.57, Florida Statutes, 197 , are amended to read:

229.57 Educational accou ability.

( 3) Educational Account bility Program .L commissioner of education is directed to implement a
program of educational acc' ntability for the operation and management of the public schools, which shall
include the following: ,

(a) Pursuant to subse tion 229.053 (2) (e) the commissioner, with the approval of the state bOard of
education, shall, no later than November 1, 1972 and each year thereafter, establish major ultimate, basic,

ationial objectives for each grade level, and ,subject area, inclUding; but -not
limited to, reading, wn ng, and mathematics, in the publiCshcoolS.

(b)-The commi loner shall develop and administer a uniform, statewide systembf assessment based in part
an criterion - referenced tests and in pert on norm-referenced tests to determine periodically.upil status, pupil

. progress, and degree of achievement of banal objectives. Such sYsterri shall include
procedures f. assuring comparability where appropriate bet,, ee tudent performance information collected
and reports by thii system and national indicators orstudent rfprmance.
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Floia (Continued )

(c) The commissioner shall make a. nannual public report of the aforementioned assessment results. Such
dreport shall includ'e, but not be limited to, a report of the assessment results by grade and subject area for each
school disthct and the state, with an analysis- and recommendations correerning the costs and differential
effectiveness of instructional prOgrams,

t

(d) The school board of each district shall by the 1973-74 school year make an annual public report of the
aforementioned a§Sessment results which shall include pupil assessment by grade and subject area for each
school in the district. A copy of the district's OUblic report shall be filed with the commissioner of education:

(e) The commissioner, with approval of the state board of education, shall by the 1973-74 school year,
develop accreditation standards based upon the attainment of the established educational objectives.*

(4) Implementation.This section shall apply to the subject area of reading by the 1971-72 schoolyear an

the subject areas of writing and mathematics by the 1972-73 school year. No other subject-area shall be teste
until assessment in the subject areas of reading, writing, and mathematics has been implemented. Such
implementation shall include the testing of all third and sixth graders in the state by the 1974-75 school year and
of all thiid through sixth grade students by the 1575-76 school year in the basic areas of-reading, writing an
mathematics. An interpretation of such test in each school shall be reported in the-annual report of sch ol

progress.%

Section 2. This act shall take effect upon becoming law.

I

A

Z.

N

The Florida State Legislature discontinued state ac aeditation In1975; therefore, MIS *soli* is abollehed.Ed.
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Michigan

PUB ACT NO. 307 (S. 14 of 1969 Fiscal Act)
(Enacted in August, 1969)

Sec. 14. The department of education shall begin to plan and develop a state program for the purpose of
conducting a periodic and comprehensive assessment of educational progress. Such plan shall include"
procedures for the objective measurement of instructional outcomes among the elementary and secondary
school students pursuing the various subjects and courses that commonly comprise school curricula. Such plan
shall be made statewide in application among the elementary and secondary schools. Such plan shall include
procedures'for the presentation of periodic evaluation reports of educational progress for the state.

Also the department of education shall provide for an annual test or tests of pupil achievemer-its in, the basic
skills. Such test or tests shall provide for the objective measurement of pupil learning outcomes in reading,
mathematics, language arts and/or other generesubject areas. Such test or tests shall be undertaken at one or
more grade levels among etmentary and/or secondary school and shall be made statewide in application
insofar as is necessary and p6c2sible.

PUBLIC ACT NO. 38 (Vol. 18, Mich. C.L.
{Enacted in 1970

AN ACT TO PROVIDE FOR ASSESSMENT AND REMEDIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS OF STUDENTS IN
READING, MATHEMATICS, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION.

. 388.'1081-1086)

The people of fhe State of Michigan enact:

Sec. 1. A statewide program of assessment of educational progress and remedial assistance in the basic skills.:
of students in reading, mathematics, language arts and/or other gerieral subject areas is establishedin the
department of education which program shall:

(a) Establish meaningful achievement goals in the-basic skills forstudents, and identify those students wi$
the greatest educational need in these skills.

(b) ProVide the state with the information needed to allocate state funds and professional services in a
manner best calculated to equalize educatibnal Opportunities for students' to achieve competence inosuch basic
skills.

N .(c) Provide school systems with strong ince e educationa rams to im rove the
education of students in such basic skills and mo level of hievement of stud nts.

(d) Develop a system for educational self- I that Would continuously evaluate the programs' and, by this
means help each school to discover and intro uc rogram changes that are most linty to improve the quality of
education.

'(e) Provide the public periodically with information concerning the progress of the state system of education.
Such programs.shall extend current department of education efforts to conduct periodic and comprehensive
assessment of educational- progress.

Sec. 2. (1) The statewide assessment program of educational progress shall cover all students annually at
two grade levels in public schools.

(2) The department of education, hereinafter referred to as.the department, shall develop and conduct the
program, and may utilize The assistance of appropriate testing organizations and/or testing specialist. The
program shall expand the current basic skills inventory in grades 4 and 7 coordinated by the department.

(3) The program shall a competencies intki basic skills and collect and utilize other relevant
information essential to the a ent program.

(4) Based on information from the program, students shall be identified who have extraordinary need for
assistance to improve their competence in the basic skills. .
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MICHIGAN (Continued )

(5) InformatiOn from the program shall be given to each'schobt as soon as possible toassistit*rits efforts to
improve the' achievement of students in the basic skills.

5eb. 3. (14 Based on information from the mathematics, reading and language arts assessment program, the
department shall provide remedial assistance programs-, as funds are Made available by law to school districts to
raise competencies in basic skills of students identified pursuant to subsection (4) of section 2. A funded
program shall include but not be lirriited-to the following components:

(a) Diagnosis of each student's performance difficulties and the development of an instructional pOgram

best suited to his individual needs.

(b) Provision for selection, adeption and installation of instructional systems that take account of individual

student needs.

(c) Provision for an evaluation of the program in order to identify changes needed to improve program

effectiveness.

(2) The department shall establish guidelines and specifications for the program components. The
department shall provide technical assistance to each school district in its implementationof the guidleines and
specifications. The department shall conduct such evaluation necessary to provide adequate information for the

setting of guidelines.
.

, .
, () The department shall provide for preservice and in-service training of staff who would be involved in the

school programs,

,(4) The department With the cooperation of sAected schools shall establishdemonstration projects in baiic

skills.
.--.e. . . t

(5) A remedial assistance program shall be audited asp of itsey. -ation by an agency independent of the
state department of education to facilitatethe -accountabili of each school for its programs.

t .
A . . , /1 ,

Sec. 4. A vocational education demonstrationarprog =m is established in the department of education to
develop, test and evaluate the following innovative pr.. - ms.

(a) A vocational education assessment and counseling system using computer and other automated
techniques.

(b) A new career development program to devise curricula and materials,

Sec. 5. (1) The vocational education demonstration program sh develo ed in not m. e than

3 school districts. The department shall formulate plans an ct th emonstration districts develo

instruments for measurement of the program. De ation progr ms shall be operated i l districts

during the 1971-72 school year.

'r new careers in the labor market.

5

(2) The department shall evaluate the program and recommend 'to the governor the /legislature

statewide vocational education assessment, counseling and evaluation program by De ber 31, 1972.

Sec-?6. The department shall promulgate rules necessary to carry out the----proAstc0Wof this act, in accordance
with'and subject the proVisions of Act No. 306 of the Public Acts bf 1969, being sections 24.201 to 24.313 of

theCompiled Laws of 1949.

This at Is ordered to take immediateeffect..
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1 Annotated Bibliography of the State Educational Accountability Repository. Phyllis
Hawthorne. Revised February 1976. Wisconsin.

Legislation by the States: Accountability and Assessment in Education. Phyllis
Hawthorne. Revised December 1975. Wisconsin.

4 State Goals for Elementary and Secpndary Education. Susan Ketchum Ribble. Revised

September 1973. Wrsconsio ERIC ED 083747.

5 Characteristics of and Proposed Models for State Accountability Legislation. Phyllis
Hawthorne and Archie A. Buchmiller. April 1973. Wisconsin ERIC ED 078514
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23 Indicators and Statewide Assessment. Marc on.
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September 1974.,Cotorado. .
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Maryland.

_
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